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Countries around the globe have continuously been exposed to various forms of social and 
environmental risks arising out of macro-level paradigms of global development, including 
colonialism and neoliberalism.  Most prominently, in the later part of the 20th Century 
alternative and more human-centred concepts of development were introduced into the 
paradigms of development which foregrounded the importance of culture, religion, and 
spirituality, to contest the predominantly technocratic and economistic Western models. This 
reflected a postcolonial and post-secular turn in the field of development. The Sarvodaya 
Shramadana Movement in Sri Lanka, founded in 1958 is one such example. Sarvodaya’s 
model of ‘holistic development’ comprises three spheres of Consciousness, Economics and 
Power.  The Consciousness Sphere, provides a spiritual basis upon which to build a modest 
Economic Sphere, creating sustainable communities that are neither poor nor conspicuously 
affluent, and a just Power Sphere of grassroots community empowerment and bottom-up 
methods of governance. 
Previous research on Sarvodaya has focused on its development activities mostly pre-2005. 
This thesis builds on George D. Bond’s research covering four decades of the Movement, 
from the mid-50s to the mid-90s.  I expand upon Bond’s analysis and present a five phase 
framework of Sarvodaya’s growth as an organisation, with particular attention on the final 
2000-2015 phase, focused on post-disaster reconstruction and sustainable development. I also 
draw on insights gained from religion and development, and sociology of religion literature, 
to present a new interdisciplinary model of holistic development, including an emphasis on 
risk governance.  
I examine case studies of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, three post-tsunami 
reconstruction villages which Sarvodaya assisted in developing. Data was collected through 
in-depth semi-structured interviews with the Sarvodaya founder, the Sarvodaya General 
Secretary, thirty villagers, three Sarvodaya village leaders and five government officers in 
2015-2016. I argue that a holistic model of development, based on Sarvodaya’s Three Phases 
Model, but revised slightly to be focused on three spheres of Culture, Economics and Power, 
can lead to successful outcomes in post-colonial settings in the Global South, particularly 
drawing on local lived experiences and cultural and spiritual resources to assist with the 
provision of basic needs and building interreligious harmony. However, given the dominance 




advances in the Culture Sphere, must be adequately supported by advances in the spheres of 
Economics and Power, for communities to be able to achieve sustainable long-term 
development in late-modern times. I also contend that the success of holistic development, 
including risk governance, is largely contingent on establishing more equitable partnerships 
between communities, NGOs, INGOs, States, and the private sector. I conclude that while 
spirituality and religion, are still somewhat undervalued aspects of sustainable development, 
note their absence in the 17 Sustainable Development Goals, they should also not be seen as a 
panacea for all ills and in all contexts. Instead religion and spirituality, and non-religious 
worldviews, should be viewed alongside many possible resources to draw on in societies in 
both the Global South and North, that are increasingly non-religious, religiously and 
spiritually diverse and/or hybrid, and concerned with how to survive the pressures of 







Chapter One – Introduction 
A water supply system is being installed in a rural Sri Lankan village called 
Paragala in Kandy District. Prior to this, the villagers have had to walk miles 
before they could reach a potable source of water to satisfy their daily needs. 
We see hundreds of villagers, working together to dig a waterway from the 
springs in the forest to a tank situated in the village from which the water will 
be distributed to their households. At the completion of the project, the villagers 
are now enjoying a clean water supply to their homes, with the simple turn of a 
tap. Elsewhere, in other rural villages, groups of both men and women are 
making a road and harvesting a village paddy field. At another location, a group 
of men and women along with their children are listening to an awareness 
raising talk given by a community leader on environmental hazards such as 
tsunamis and floods. A Buddhist monk tells us that these gatherings include 
people from a variety of backgrounds – Sinhalese, Tamil and Muslims – he 
further explains that ‘what we can see here is the backbone of spiritual energy, 
peace and collective effort’ (Sarvodaya, 2014, sec.00:42). 
These examples of collective village action and leadership are the work of the Sarvodaya 
Shramadana Movement, and these and other examples can be viewed in the many videos 
embedded in their website. Sarvodaya is a Sri Lankan social movement that was founded by 
Ahangamage Tudor (A.T.) Ariyaratne in 1958 in postcolonial Sri Lanka. The initial aim of 
the Sarvodaya movement was to non-violently transform poverty stricken rural Sri Lankan 
societies, which had become alienated and demoralised by the colonial social order and its 
subsequent demands, to embrace modernity. Although the postcolonial Sri Lankan 
government implemented programs to mitigate risks in rural communities, the interventions 
were largely delivered through top-down mechanisms adhering to modern, Western 
frameworks of development. These were ineffective in addressing local problems. 
Unsatisfied by the way in which the State-led programs dealt with issues facing rural 
villagers, A. T. Ariyaratne created the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement as a bottom-up, 
culture and religion-based local approach to development, inspired by Buddhist and 
Gandhian values (Bond, 2004, p.14). The Sarvodaya website states that ‘Sarvodaya’ means 
‘awakening of all’, and 'shramadana' means ‘the sharing of labour’. The Sarvodaya 
Shramadana Movement thereby refers to ‘the sharing of labour, thought and energy for the 




holistically ‘developing human potential’ through ‘a comprehensive process taking place on 
the spiritual, moral, cultural, social, economic and political levels’.  It draws on Buddhist 
principles of ‘goodness, sympathy and tranquillity’ and ‘Gandhian values of truthfulness, 
nonviolence, and self-sacrifice’ (Sarvodaya, 2014c, para. 02). 
Mahatma Gandhi, who was an inspirational leader in colonial India, envisioned a system of 
rural development where the village was the centre of production, relying on its own 
resources. The interconnected system of villages in the Gandhian model of village self-help 
did not depend on the metropolitan urban centre to trickle down the benefits of development 
to its peripheries. The ideas behind Gandhian philosophy, especially the idea of non-violence 
used in social transformation, were taken from intellectual, religious and spiritual traditions 
of South Asia such as the Vedas and Upanishads (Sanford, 2013, pp.90-94). According to 
Joanna Macy (1983, p.20), Sarvodaya adopted these Indian influences, as well as local Sri 
Lankan core value systems, drawing on its religious and cultural traditions. Religion, 
including Buddhism, Hinduism and Islam, is a major part of the internalised morals of rural 
Sri Lankans and therefore can create ‘a value-base that is meaningful to [local] people’ 
(Macy, 1983, p.20). Consequently, Sarvodaya appropriated religious concepts – for example 
the Buddhist Four Noble Truths and Noble Eightfold Path – to create a form of socially 
engaged Buddhism for rural development (Macy, 1983, pp.36-40). 
In the late 1960s Sarvodaya received extensive international attention and funding for its 
rural development work, becoming a Non-government Organisation (NGO) in 1972. 
Sarvodaya also started collaborating with the Sri Lankan government at this time, when Sri 
Lanka became an open economy in the late 1970s. However, the period between 1983 to 
1993 was a challenging era for Sarvodaya as it faced significant political and financial 
pressure imposed on it by a conservative government (Bond, 2004, pp.78-100). Sarvodaya 
regained its vitality in 1994 and, from then until now, has assisted with the development of 
over 15,000 rural villages in Sri Lanka, engaging and peacebuilding in collaboration with Sri 
Lanka’s diverse cultural and religious communities (Sarvodaya, 2014b, para. 04). As 
revealed in an interviewith with Vinya Ariyaratne (2015), son of A.T. Ariyaratne and the 
current General Secretary of the Sarvoday Movement, although Sarvodaya was founded on 
Gandhian and Buddhist principles, it currently prefers to refer to itself as a spiritual 
movement that is more inclusive of all religions and worldviews in Sri Lanka, and to distance 




also concurrently adopts more Western and secular models of development, in order to utilise 
late-modern technologies, methods and disciplinary expertise.  
Sarvodaya presently fuses local and Western approaches in its holistic, ‘Three Spheres of 
Development’ framework focused on Consciousness, Economics and Power (Sarvodaya, 
2013, p.14). The Consciousness Sphere consists of what Sarvodaya calls the moral and 
cultural awakening of individuals and communities through spiritual development. 
Consciousness building also stresses a commitment to non-violence and peacebuilding. The 
Economics Sphere involves creating sustainable communities through the achievement of the 
‘Ten Basic Needs’, through sustainable socio-economic and technological development. The 
Power Sphere is centred on grassroots empowerment through bottom-up participation and 
self-governance (Sarvodaya, 2013, p.14; Tomalin and Starkey, 2013, p.40). 
Given Sarvodaya’s unprecedented success in rural as well as national development in Sri 
Lanka, it has been the subject of extensive research. Sarvodaya’s activities have been 
analysed in the fields and subfields of: development and faith (Marshall and Saanen, 2007); 
Buddhism and development (Bond, 2004; Daskon and Binns, 2012; Dissanayake, 2010; 
Macy, 1983); Buddhist economics (Zadek, 1993); national development (Kannangara, 1994); 
community development and social empowerment (Goulet, 1979; Isenman, 1980); 
participatory community development (Colletta, Ewing, and Todd, 1982; Compton, 1982); 
politics and economics (Doctor, 1968); Non-governmental Organisations and aid (Hulme and 
Edwards, 1997; J. Perera, 1995); NGOs and partnerships (Fernandez, 1987; Fernando and 
Heston, 1997; Garilao, 1987); and women and empowerment (Jeris, Gajanayake, Ismail, 
Ebert, Peris, Wanasundara and Diyadawagamage, 2006). In addition, and despite its success, 
Sarvodaya has also been subject to criticism. Critics have described it as ‘an imperialist social 
movement’ that exemplifies re-colonisation through development practices in Sri Lanka, as 
Sarvodaya draws on Western development expertise and international donors (for example 
Goonatilake, 2006). 
As this previous research was undertaken from the late 1960s until 2012, it hasn’t focussed 
on Sarvodaya’s latest activities which have been centred on addressing environmental risks 
and sustainable development. This thesis, therefore, builds upon preceding research findings 
yet focuses primarily on Sarvodaya’s post-2004 tsunami, holistic, sustainable development, 
peacebuilding and risk governance in rural Sri Lanka, since the mid-2000s. It will do so by 




development, risk governance, religion and development and the sociology of religion, and 
by providing new post-tsunami reconstruction case studies in three villages of 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan. It must be noted that as these three villages 
were developed in the specific context of post-disaster reconstruction, they may not reflect 
the overall successes and failures of Sarvodaya’s work outside of post-disaster 
redevelopment, given the exceptional circumstances of the tsunami crisis. However, I argue 
that my revised holistic development framework, which I propose in the conclusion of this 
thesis, may be extrapolated into other contexts of Sarvodaya’s development work and other 
organisations globally, as it reflects the lived realities of people in rural regions dealing with 
environmental and economic risks and pressures in neoliberal times. 
 
While I foreground postcolonial theory in my analysis of the Sarvodaya’s early period, as 
Sarvodaya was initiated in postcolonial Sri Lanka in 1958, I then draw on late-modern 
theories, which problematise binaries of traditional-modern and South-North hard divides, 
when analysing the later phases of Sarvodaya given that the movement now draws on both 
spiritual and secular, frameworks arising from both the East and West.  
According to various postcolonial critiques (for example Loomba, 2015; McEwan, 2014; 
Appadurai, 2001b), the Global South continues to be negatively affected by paradigms of 
world development, beginning with colonialism. As Arjun Appadurai (2001b) argued, 
modern and neoliberal development frameworks, although aimed to assist the Global South, 
have exacerbated the social risks of poverty and economic and technological dependency in 
these countries. Ania Loomba (2015) further claims that racism is also the product of 
colonialist domination and imperialism, which has resulted in ongoing ethnic and religious 
conflicts. Processes of globalisation have intensified these systemic risks (Renn, 2008), as 
governments, NGOs, International Non-governmental Organisations (INGOs) and the private 
sector keep reproducing and implementing the technocratic developmental paradigms of the 
West (Szerszynski, Lash and Wynne, 1996). 
In the late 20th century, scholars, practitioners and politicians in the Global South began to 
argue that alternative concepts of development that foreground cultural, spiritual and 
religious values of communities were needed (Sidaway, 2014), and that these could more 
effectively address the risks and damages arising from poverty, conflict and environmental 
crises. Similarly, scholars writing on environmental risks argue that what current risk 




(Szerszynski, Lash & Wynne, 1996, pp.2-5). Such a cultural paradigm views the way people 
interact with the environment to be the root cause of environmental and social risks. 
Approaches to risk governance acknowledge this attempt to modify individual or community 
behaviour rather than simply focusing on technological fixes. A culture-based risk 
governance paradigm also places justice issues as the top priority of governance decisions 
made at the grassroots level by local communities.  
Scholars also note that religions can play an often overlooked central role in sustainable and 
human-centric development (for example Clarke ed., 2013; Tomalin, 2013; Balasuriya, 2002) 
by generating community solidarity, cohesion and social capital (Clarke, 2011, 2013; 
Tomalin, 2013). Research has also demonstrated that religion can contribute to risk 
mitigation of threats such as terrorism and climate change, by drawing on narratives of 
justice, non-violence and countering inequalities (Campbell, 2006; Halafoff, 2013). Religious 
and interfaith actors can also partner with state and non-state actors to form collaborative 
‘multi-actor peacebuilding networks’ to collectively counter global risks (Halafoff, 2013). 
Global partnerships, as pointed out both in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and 
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), are also noted as critical in achieving these 
global milestones and moving developing countries towards better economic and governance 
outcomes. 
Sarvodaya provides a case-study of such culture-based development frameworks and risk 
governance partnerships in action, including their strengths and failings. Indeed, its holistic 
framework of sustainable development can thereby prove instructive to scholars and 
practitioners in the fields of development, risk governance as well as the studies of religion 
and spirituality in contemporary societies.  
This thesis examines the following research questions: 
1. How has the Sarvodaya movement’s culture-based framework of development 
evolved from its foundation in 1958 to 2016? 
2. How did the Sarvodaya movement apply its current framework of holistic, 
sustainable development and risk governance in its response to the 2004 tsunami?  
3. How can the Sarvodaya movement’s framework and practices of holistic 




4. What insights can the Sarvodaya movement’s approach to holistic, sustainable 
development impart on the changing place of religion and spirituality in and 
beyond contemporary Sri Lanka?  
This chapter, Chapter 1, The Introduction, outlines the research topic, the reasons for the 
need for this research, the scholarship this thesis will build upon and my research questions. 
Chapter 2, Sustainable Development, Postcolonialism and Risk Governance, examines 
colonial, postcolonial and neoliberal approaches to global development, with a particular 
emphasis on the social and environmental risks produced by these frameworks in the Global 
South. I present a critique of colonial, postcolonial and neoliberal development approaches, 
drawing mainly on the work of Andre Gunder Frank (1967), Dudley Seers (1981a), Peter 
Preston (1996), Ulrich Beck (1999), Arjun Appadurai (2001a,b), B.N. Ghosh (2001), Cheryl 
McEwan (2014) and Ania Loomba (2015). Following this critique, I examine the United 
Nations’ concept of sustainable development, and theories of post-development and human 
development (Sidaway, 2014) as paradigmatical solutions proposed to address the risks of 
Western-centric technological frameworks of development.  I then discuss the field of risk 
governance with particular attention to Ulrich Beck’s (1999) notions of reflexivity and 
cosmopolitanism, and Ortwin Renn’s (2008), Martin Janicke (2009)’s and Gert Spaargaren 
and Arthur Mol’s (2009) concepts of institutional reformations and citizen participation. In 
addition, I present two main methods of risk governance based on these strategies, which are 
technology oriented (Janicke, 2009; Spaargaren and Mol, 2009) and culture oriented 
(Szerszynski, Lash and Wbynne, 1999). I conclude this chapter by arguing that the 
dimensions of religion and spirituality, as a part of culture, can enhance the effectiveness of 
these strategies while addressing their weaknesses.  
In Chapter 3, Development, Spirituality and Risk Governance, I investigate the role of 
religion and spirituality in the context of development and risk governance. Drawing on 
existing literature on religion and development (Clarke, 2013; Tomalin, 2013) and religion 
and risk (Campbell, 2006; Halafoff, 2013), I argue that religious texts could ideally possess 
core values that have the capacity to mobilise people to commit to sustainable development 
and risk governance at micro (individual), meso (community) and macro (institutional) 
levels. Recognising the complex ways in which religion and spirituality are practised in post-
secular societies, I use Meredith McGuire’s (2008) and Nancy Ammerman’s (2007a, b, c) 




(2005) notions of capitalist spirituality and socially engaged spirituality to demonstrate the 
various ways in which religious beliefs and practices are expressed in contemporary life and 
can contribute to social change. I further examine theories of secularisation and post-secular 
societies, and describe how these relate to the changing presence of religion in the public 
sphere (Habermas 2006, 2008). I then introduce critiques by Talal Asad (1999) and Ananada 
Abeysekara (2008) of Western definitions of secularisation and religion and their impact on 
the Global South. I argue that this research and these theories can inform a more holistic 
paradigm of sustainable development and risk governance, cognisant of the importance of 
local contexts and worldviews, drawing on James Spickard’s (2017) work on alternative 
sociologies of religion.  
In Chapter 4, Research Design, I explain the qualitative methodology of my research and 
the in-depth semi-structured interview method of data collection using Matt Smith’s (ed. 
2007) qualitative methodology in development research, Steven Taylor, Robert Bogdan and 
Marjorie DeVault’s (2016) and Pranee Liamputtong’s (2009) interviewing methods, and 
Gary Bouma and Susan Carland’s (2016) ‘The Research Process’. I also justify the selection 
of the case study of the Sarvodaya movement. The case study concerns the three villages 
reconstructed by Sarvodaya after the 2004 tsunami which are Damniyamgama, Addapalam 
and Vaddavan, and interviews with forty respondents – the Sarvodaya founder, the Sarvodaya 
General Secretary, thirty villagers, three Sarvodaya village leaders and five government 
officers. I explain the data collecting technique, sample, recruitment of participants, data 
recording, transcribing, coding and analysis techniques that were used in this study. Towards 
the end of the chapter I also give a reflective account of my fieldwork experiences, followed 
by a section on the limitations and directions for future research. 
In Chapters 5 and 6, The Sarvodaya Movement, I inquire into the ways in which the 
Sarvodaya movement’s methods of holistic development evolved since Sarvodaya’s 
inception in the late 1950s up to the time of the conclusion of my fieldwork in mid-2016. 
Inspired by George Bond’s (2006) framework of four decades of the Sarvodaya movement, I 
examine the Sarvodaya movement in five phases. In Chapter 5, The Sarvodaya Movement 
from the 1960s to the 1980s, I construct the first two phases with a focus on their religion-
based approach to development in postcolonial and early modern periods. In Chapter 6, The 
Sarvodaya Movement from the 1980s to 2000s, I explain the third and fourth phases of 




In Chapters 7-10 I present a discussion and an analysis of my fieldwork data collected in the 
three Sarvodaya post-tsunami reconstruction villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan. In these chapters I apply Sarvodaya’s theory of holistic development and their 
Three sphere model of Consciousness, Economics and Power to an analysis of their ‘5R’ 
stages of post-disaster reconstruction – namely Relief, Reconstruction, Rehabilitation, 
Reconciliation and Reawakening – in response to the destruction caused by the 2004 tsunami. 
In Chapter 7, Relief and Reconstruction – The Physical Rebuilding of Sarvodaya’s Post-
tsunami Resettlement Villages, I examine the first two Rs in relation to the Economics 
Sphere. Chapter 8, Rehabilitation and Reconciliation – The Social Construction of 
Sarvodaya’s Post-Tsunami Resettlement Villages, I examine the third and fourth Rs and 
the Consciousness and Power Spheres. In Chapter 9, Stalled Reawakening: The 
Economics Sphere, and Chapter 10, Stalled Reawakening: The Power and 
Consciousness Spheres, I analyse the fifth R, in relation to all three spheres of Sarvodaya’s 
holistic development model. These chapters are based on fieldwork and interview data and 
give a detailed account of the successes and challenges the villagers and Sarvodaya have 
faced in the post-disaster reconstruction process. 
Chapter 11, Conclusion, presents a summary of my study and argues that my analysis of 
Sarvodaya’s philosophy and practices and my account of the villagers’ experiences in the 
post-tsunami reconstruction villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan can 
inform a revised holistic framework of sustainable development and risk governance, based 
on Sarvodaya’s Three Sphere Model, which integrates Northern/Western and 





Chapter Two – Postcolonialism, Sustainable Development, and 
Risk Governance  
Introduction 
This chapter examines three different phases of global development, namely colonialism, 
postcolonialism, and neoliberalism, and their impact on Sri Lanka. As Hennayake (2006, p.2) 
argued, ‘…the discourse of development in any society is constitutive of competing 
conceptions of development – which simultaneously could be contradictory, complementary, 
and even collaborative at times.’ The Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement initiated in 
postcolonial Sri Lanka in 1958, ten years after Sri Lanka’s independence in 1948, initially 
viewed modernisation-based development approaches as contradictory to what was needed in 
Sri Lanka at that time. Sarvodaya to date has recorded nearly 60 years of service, and over 
the years its practices have evolved to be more complementary and collaborative integrating 
both Northern/Western and Southern/Eastern frameworks of sustainable development and 
risk governance in rural Sri Lanka.  
The chapter starts by defining risk and proceeds to examine how risks were created as a 
byproduct of development, in colonial, postcolonial and neoliberal periods as it focused 
mainly on the economic dimension. It analyses two contemporary polarised views of risk 
governance, namely technological and cultural interventions. Then in Chapter Three, I 
conceptualise the notion of holistic development towards understanding Sarvodaya’s 
spirituality-based approach to development, which integrates culture, religion and spirituality 
with economics to make development more human-centric than economistic.   
 
Phases of Development and Risk  
Risk 
Renn (2008, p.1; 1992, p.56) defined risk as ‘the possibility that an undesirable state of 
reality (adverse effects) may occur as a result of natural events or human activities’. As 
opposed to Renn’s (2008, p.1; 1992, p.56) notion that risks can also result from natural 
events, Beck (1999, p.50) conceptualised risks as those that only have ‘social roots’ and those 
that are industrially self-generated. Risk, for Beck (1999) in his sociological interpretation, is 
the unintended consequences of development and is socially created through ‘administrative 




p.3). These risks arise through decisions made so as to enable the establishment of new 
markets, the research and development of new technologies and the changing conditions of 
labour and society (Beck, 1999, p.51, p.9, 13). Social change initiated by these processes 
results in various types of risk. Beck (1992, 1999) described risk as becoming more 
pronounced in second modernity, or advanced modernity, such as when science and 
technology became the driving forces of super industrialisation during the 1990s. At this time 
risk was distributed worldwide through globalisation, ecological crises, poverty and the 
processes of individualisation.  However, the social conditions of risk, which Beck (1999) 
examined, were present also in earlier phases of global development.  
Two of Beck’s (1999) arguments are important for understanding risk as applied in this 
thesis. Firstly, he argued, risks arise out of altered forms of social conditions. As Beck (1999, 
p.2) explained, in advanced modernity, what causes risks are the decisions that are made, or 
the forces that drive capitalism, which alter the economy, global order, society and personal 
life. According to Beck (1999, p.2), the five interlinked processes of advanced modernity that 
create risk are ‘globalization, individualization, gender revolution, underemployment and 
global risks (such as ecological crisis and the crash of global financial markets)’. However, as 
Renn (2008, p.30) argued, ‘… the impression of people suffering from ubiquitous risk 
imposed on them by capitalist interests is certainly not a recent development in the evolution 
of technology and private enterprises’. As my research is on Sri Lanka, my discussion below 
focuses mainly on how global trade altered social conditions in the Global South leading to 
social disorder, poverty and environmental degradation. A second argument that is central to 
Beck’s (1999) concept of risk, and to this thesis, is his class-based analysis of risk, in which 
he argued that risks are unequally distributed, adversely impacting mostly the poor and the 
marginalised. Renn (2008, p.30) also noted that the history of development has always been a 
practice of imposing inequality and injustices on the marginalised. Experiences of inequality, 
throughout history, have created risks locally and globally. In this chapter I examine how the 
practices of development created unfavourable conditions in the Global South from the time 
of colonialism to the present era of neoliberalism. 
 
Colonialism and risks 
Since the founding of capitalism in the 15th and 16th centuries, the Global North, especially 
Europe, achieved unprecedented levels of growth economically, socially, culturally, and 




development, began towards the end of the 15th century with European maritime commercial 
expansion and colonisation (Loomba, 2015, p.122). Colonialism is not simply a group of 
people settling in a new country or a location, it is also a practice of ‘conquest and 
domination’ (Loomba, 2015, p.20). Loomba (2015, p.20) argued that colonialism can be 
defined as ‘the conquest and control of other people’s land and goods’. However, European 
colonialism differed significantly from the practices of previous empires, such as the Roman 
Empire in the second century AD, the Mongols' conquest in the 13th century, the Aztec 
Empire in the 14th to 16th centuries, the Inca Empire, the Vijaynagar Empire in India in the 
15th century, the Ottoman Empire, and the Chinese Empire in the 18th century. 
Capitalism was the main defining feature of European colonialism and ‘… ushered in new 
and different kinds of colonial practices which altered the whole globe in a way that previous 
colonialism did not’ (Loomba 2015, p.20). As Loomba (2015, p.20) argued, European 
colonialism ‘…locked the original inhabitants and the newcomers into the most complex and 
traumatic relationships in human history’ (Loomba 2015, p.20). European colonisers 
established colonial capitalism in their colonies in the Americas, Asia and Africa, parallel to 
the growth of capitalism and industrialisation in Western Europe. Whereas the pre-capitalist 
colonialism of empires aimed at extracting ‘tribute, goods and wealth’ from colonies, 
capitalist colonialism completely restructured the economies of the colonised countries 
creating a complex relationship of centre and periphery.  
During the 18th and 19th centuries, the colonial system created a structure of a metropolitan 
core/centre and a peripheral/satellite territory, further strengthening the colonial holdings of 
territories and creating a global system of imports and exports (Preston, 1996, pp.141-145). 
The metropolitan core, which was comprised of European cities, extracted labour and raw 
material from the colonised periphery (Loomba, 2015, p.21). As Seers (1981, p.14) 
explained, the countries in the core used peripheral countries for the production and 
importation of primary goods — such as food and raw materials — to fuel industries. In turn, 
the colonies were also used as markets to sell finished products (Loomba, 2015, p.21). 
Loomba (2015, p.21) elaborated on this process: 
Thus the slaves were moved from Africa to the Americas, and in the West Indian 
plantations they produced sugar for consumption in Europe, and raw cotton was 
moved from India to be manufactured into cloth in England and then sold back 




human beings and materials travelled, the profits always flowed back into the 
so-called ‘mother country’ (Loomba, 2015, p.21). 
As Loomba (2015 p.22) further added, while European colonisers created deep structural 
changes in some colonies, they only had a superficial connection with others, but in all 
instances created the economic imbalances that were necessary for the growth of European 
capitalism. The late 19th and early 20th century saw the height of the colonial period where 
nations such as Germany, Italy, Belgium, Great Britain, France and the United States 
competed to dominate so-called undeveloped countries (Ritzer and Dean, 2015, p.57). By the 
1930s, as Loomba (2015, p.5) noted, ‘colonies and ex-colonies of Europe covered 84.6 per 
cent of the land surface of the globe’. Amongst all these colonists, Great Britain’s political 
imperialism covered a vast geographic area (Ritzer and Dean, 2015, p.57).  
European colonialism lasted for four centuries, impacting colonies around the world in a 
multitude of ways, that as Loomba (2015, p.5) argued, cannot be generalised. However, two 
main methods of control were evident (Loomba, 2015, pp.23-24). One was administrative 
colonialism and another was settler colonialism (Loomba, 2015, pp.23-24). Both forms 
created various discontents for indigenous communities, which, I argue, are the root causes of 
risks experienced by peripheral countries as a result of colonial development. I examine this 
in more detail as applied to the situation of colonial and postcolonial Sri Lanka in Chapter 
Five. In administrative colonialism, the colonisers used the existing local authorities and 
power structures to conduct their economic activities. In instances of administrative 
colonialism, the existing indigenous power and hierarchical structures were incorporated into 
colonial production relations without a complete restructuring of them. This was mostly a 
system of what Loomba (2015, p.24) called remote control or ‘‘shallow penetration’’ where 
large numbers of settlers from Europe did not inhabit the colonies. Taking an example from 
India, which was a case of administrative colonialism, Loomba (2015, p.24) observed that, 
‘Millions of Indians never saw an English person throughout the term of the Raj, although 
that did not mean their lives had not been woven into the fabric of empire’. 
In settler colonialism colonisers took over the entire country. Settler colonialism took place in 
various ways in different settler colonies. In Latin America, the Philippines and Goa, the 
Spanish and the Portuguese mixed with the native populations and created a ‘complex racial 
hierarchy’ within the country. In cases like Africa and North America, the colonisers did not 




colonialism resulted in the, ‘decimation and/or ghettoization of native inhabitants along with 
the takeover of their lands’. Loomba (2015, p.24) noted plantation colonialism as a variation 
of settler colonialism and described it as ‘white settlers importing slaves and indentured 
populations from different parts of the world to the colony, usually to grow a crop for resale 
elsewhere’. Brazil and the Caribbean are examples of plantation colonialism. In another form 
called territorial annexation, the centre annexed the colony’s country to the ‘motherland’, as 
in the case of the United States making Louisiana, Texas, Hawaii, Puerto Rico part of the 
United States of America (USA) (Loomba, 2015, p.24). 
All these types of colonial formations created the ‘capitalist world-system’ (Loomba, 2015, 
p.24), as noted before, for the economic advantage of the centres in Europe and the USA 
which was achieved by the exploitation of the peripheries. As Dependency theorists and 
World Systems theorists argued, the persistent poverty in former European colonies is 
primarily the result of the above mentioned capitalist system of exchange that was established 
during colonialism. Contesting the widespread notion at that time that the underdevelopment 
of Latin America was due to the irresponsibility of local financial organisations or 
government ministers, the Latin American scholar Raul Prebisch (1950) argued that the 
backwardness of Latin America was created by the centre-periphery relationship founded 
during colonialism (Seers, 1981, pp.13-14). Frank (1967), another prominent Dependency 
theorist, published his critique on development and underdevelopment following the same 
line of argument. In the contention of Dependency theorists, once the peripheral countries 
were integrated into the global capitalist system during colonialism, they remained trapped 
within these pre-existing economic relationships regardless of their political independence 
after decolonisation (Ghosh, 2001, pp.4-5). World Systems theory also postulates that ‘it is 
the interrelations between nations that shape their fate and their future, not their efforts as 
individual states’ (Buchanan, 2018). The purpose of peripheral countries in this world-system 
became mainly the production and export of raw materials, while importing capital-rich 
industrial and technological products from developed countries. The peripheral countries also 
became a provider of cheap and abundant labour for the countries in the core (Ghosh, 2001, 







Postcolonialism, modernisation and risks 
Decolonisation took place following the Second World War for various reasons, among 
which were the shattering of colonial power structures, metropolitan criticisms that emerged 
against colonialism, and nationalism within colonies which began to seek and achieve 
independent nation status (Preston, 1996, p.147, 150). In the post-World War period, the 
USA's intervention in global development increased at the same time as the role of Europe 
was diminished by war, revolution and depression (Preston, 1996, p.167). According to 
Preston (1996, p.168), while colonial economies waned with the demise of their economic 
blocs and centres in Paris, Amsterdam and London, the USA rose as the leader of the ‘‘Free 
World’’, or ‘‘the West”, representing the liberal capitalist system. At the same time, there 
was a rising enthusiasm to reconstruct the ‘‘Third World’’, or the former European colonies, 
and substantial donor aid was mobilised for this purpose (Preston, 1996, p.169). The 
competing world powers of the USA (capitalism) and the Union of the Soviet Socialist 
Republics (USSR) (communism) became donors to former colonies so as to promote their 
own development agendas (Preston, 1996, p.169).  
As Preston (1996, p.169) explained: ‘The competitive aid-giving took the form of offers of 
socialism on the one hand and membership of the Free World on the other’. Modernisation 
theories were constructed in the USA as a response to this competition and reached the 
climax of their popularity in the mid-1960s (Preston, 1996, p.169, 171). Preston (1996, p.172) 
argued that: 
(a) Modernization was the process whereby the less developed countries would 
shift from traditional patterns of life to become developed; (b) industrial society 
was the goal, where society was driven by the demanding logic of industrialism; 
(c) the logic of industrialism would lead to the convergence of political 
economic systems (in particular those of East and West); and (d) the 
achievement of prosperity as in the USA of the 1960s would mean the 
ideological debate occasioned by conflict in respect of scarce resources would 
wither away. 
In this regard, modernisation was considered as the ideal model of development for less 
developed countries (Pieterse, 2010, p.20). Walt Rostow’s (1990, pp.4-16) Five Stages of 
Growth, which was originally published in 1960, represented a linear model of 




(1990) model, a society starts at the level of a traditional society and in the second stage 
develops pre-conditions for a ‘take-off’ (Rostow, 1990, p.6). Pre-conditions to take-off alter 
the ‘social structure and political system as well as of techniques of production’ (Rostow 
1990, p.17). Some examples of pre-conditions to take-off, as Rostow (1990, pp.17-18) noted, 
include using scientific applications in agriculture and industry, changing traditional forms of 
social organisations to support capitalism and investment, infrastructure development, 
(railways, roads, ports) and changing agricultural economies to manufacturing industries. In 
the third stage, societies would take-off. A take-off is characteristic of steady economic 
growth. In the fourth stage the countries then drive on to maturity and the fifth stage is that of 
high mass-consumption (Rostow, 1990, pp.4-16).  
However, postcolonial critique argued that modernisation is not a simple process of 
development as described above. Quoting S. Radcliffe (1999, p.84), McEwan (2014, p.137) 
argued that the word postcolonialism does not indicate an era after colonialism or 
independence, ‘but refers to ways of criticizing the material and discursive legacies of 
colonialism’. Postcolonial perspectives are, therefore, anti-colonial and hold that modernity is 
only another way of integrating the peripheral countries or the Third World into the 
development agendas of the West (McEwan, 2014, p.137). As McEwan (2014, p.137) 
contended: 
The Third World is integral to what ‘the West’ refers to as ‘modernity’ and 
‘progress’. It contributes directly to the economic wealth of Western countries 
through its labour and economic exploitation. 
As B.N. Ghosh (2001, p.129), referring to Anthony Giddens’s Evolutionary Theory of 
Development and Change stated, ‘[m]odernity produces differences, exclusions and 
marginalisation: inequalities and class differentiation are cases in point’. As the postcolonial 
critique upheld, the development paradigm of modernity furthered the notion of the 
superiority of the West and expanded capitalism as the universal model of development 
(McEwan, 2014, pp.138-139). According to Giddens, capitalism is a significant institutional 
dimension of modernity (Ghosh, 2001, p.129). The notion of mass consumption in modernity 
furthered earlier colonisation’s pursuit of trade, resources, and land to a ‘globalization of 
trade, technological expertise, the money market and communications’ (The Economist 1993 
quoted in Springett and Redclift, 2015, p.3), ‘which eventually resulted in global impacts on 




on developed countries (DCs) and on less developed countries (LCDs) because of prior 
exploitation (Ghosh, 2001, p.130). Ghosh (2001, p.5), therefore, from the point of view of 
Dependency Theory argued that for the peripheral countries to realise true development, they 
should discontinue the centre-periphery dynamics:  
The centre draws away the surplus from the periphery, and as a result, the centre 
becomes developed and the periphery becomes underdeveloped. Thus, 
development and underdevelopment are the two processes of the same world-
wide integrated capitalist system. Underdevelopment can be explained as a 
historical stage of capitalist development. Development of the periphery is 
possible only when its relationship with the centre is snapped (Ghosh, 2001, 
p.5). 
As Giddens further stated, the inequalities between DCs and LCDs would widen in the higher 
stages of modernity, which he called globalism (Ghosh, 2001, p.130). Globalisation and 
patterns of exchange today also mimic the same patterns of unequal trade between the 
countries of the Global North and the South, heightening human and environmental risks.  
 
Neoliberalism, globalisation and risks 
Neoliberalism is an ideology that is based on market competition. As Julie Wilson (2018, p.2) 
explains, ‘[g]enerally speaking, neoliberalism is a set of social, cultural and political-
economic forces that puts competition at the center of social life’. The main economic goal of 
nation states operating within neoliberalism is promoting market competition, for example 
through opening up their economies by adopting structural adjustments such as the removal 
of trade barriers, allowance of tax relief and cutting trade tariffs. The main logic behind the 
promotion of market competition is to stimulate innovation, resource optimisation and 
efficiency. According to neoliberal theory, competition ensures the creation of a ‘truly free 
social world where the best people and ideas come out on top’. By contrast, public social 
infrastructures such as social security, unemployment benefits and public benefits hinder the 
advancement of entrepreneurialism and individualism required in neoliberalism and ‘breed 
dependency and bureaucracy’ (Wilson, 2017, p.2). As Jan Pieterse (2010, p.18) noted, 
globalisation became the force underlying development starting in the 80s and the 90s. 
Globalisation, as Beck (1999, p.13, 23, 24) explained, was enabled by neoliberal politics on a 
global level. Especially between 1998 and 2005, globalisation became a force that 




international flows and the dissolution of geographic and cultural borders’ (Loomba, 2015, 
p.9). During this time, private corporations who were already operating transnationally took 
advantage of the rapid advances in science and technology and the widespread adoption of 
neoliberalism globally, which increased state support in many of the world’s nations for the 
private sector (Guttal, 2007, p.525). Corporations possessed greater financial power and 
resources than the states, thus as Arjun Appadurai (2001b, p.2) argued, globalisation, 
accompanied with neoliberalisation, in this sense challenged the autonomy of nation states to 
determine their own economic regulations, imposed structural changes on them, and altered 
the patters of labour markets and wages. Manuel Castells (2000, p.52) too observed that, 
global capitalism dictated the behaviour of the economies worldwide through ‘[c]apital 
markets, science and technology, information, specialised labour, affluent consumer markets, 
multinational networks of production and management in manufacturing (including industrial 
farming), and advanced services, media communication (including internet), entertainment 
(including sports) and … global crime’. 
Beck (1999, pp.1-18) also stated that the social conditions for risk were initially produced by 
these changing patterns of industrialisation in the West, which Beck (1999, pp.1-2) called the 
second modernity. The social and economic relations of the first modernity were changed in 
the second modernity subsequently altering the patterns of societies, social and economic 
relations and global trade.  
Market capitalism transmitted these changes on a global level with the aid of communication 
technologies. Communication became a new dimension of economic activities (Castells, 
2000, p.52). Communication developed as the means by which the world organised its 
economy and society (Hutton and Giddens 2000, p.viii). Since the 1960s, worldwide 
communication became possible with the first satellite placed in space. Advancing this 
further, in the 1990s the internet became the main basis of global information exchange 
(Giddens and Hutton, 2000, p.1). These advances in information technologies transformed 
the industrial economy to what Giddens and Will Hutton (2000, p.2) called an electronic 
economy. The technologically driven knowledge economy became one of the main drivers of 
market capitalism and globalisation. The American economy achieved a remarkable growth 
in all these aspects of development in advanced modernity and in larger part drove the 




As demonstrated by Beck (1999, pp.2-3), various processes of neoliberalism, through 
globalisation, placed all countries around the world in interdependency where Western and 
non-Western countries shared the same ‘space and time’ in the risk society (Beck, 1999, p.2). 
According to Beck (1999, p.4) risk society is the society in which risks are a predominant 
characteristic created mostly through complex ecological and technological challenges, such 
as nuclear disasters, controversial technologies (for example genetic engineering) and climate 
change. However, globalisation is also largely a centre-periphery dynamic (Loomba, 2015, 
p.11; Appadurai, 2001b, p.4). Therefore, although in the same space and time, countries in 
the North and the South experienced ‘divergent trajectories of modernities’ (Beck, 1999, p.3) 
as globalisation did not create equal opportunities or an equal distribution of risk among the 
Western and non-Western societies (Beck, 1999, p.5).  
Taking a similar stand as the Dependency and World System theorists, Loomba (2015, p.11) 
too argued that the centre-periphery relationships that were predetermined by colonialism still 
dictated the economic associations between the North and South. As Beck (1999, p.6) 
elaborated: 
Free-market economic policies, imposed on indebted countries by the West, 
worsen the situation by forcing countries to develop expert industry to supply 
the rich, rather than to protect, educate or care for the weakest. The poorest 
countries now spend more servicing their debt to the richest countries than they 
do on health and education in their own countries (Beck, 1999, p.6). 
Appadurai (2001b, p.2) further noted that the strategies imposed by international financial 
organisations, such as the World Bank, through structural adjustments, limit the freedom 
enjoyed by the Global South to set their own development strategies. Under the pressing 
influence of such neoliberal policies, nation states in poor countries are trapped between 
community interests and the demands of global capital (Appadurai, 2001b, p.2). Beck (1999, 
p.14) was critical of these interventions labelling them as disguises under cosmopolitan 
missions where ‘institutions of ‘global governance’’ only play out power strategies for the 
subordination of weaker countries. Moreover, some of the consequences of globalisation on 
less developed countries took the form of the domination of banking systems by larger 
financial organisations. This takeover impacted on grassroots level credit organisations 
(microcredit), inhibiting local-level development opportunities. Moreover, globalisation not 




way of deepening urban-rural divides (Appadurai, 2001b, p.17). Shalmali Guttal (2007) 
followed a similar line of argument stating that ‘globalisation is resisted by more than half of 
the globe’s population because it is not capable of delivering on its promises of economic 
well being and progress for all’ (Guttal, 2007, p.523). As Wilson (2017, pp.1-3) argued, 
‘neoliberalism works aggressively to infuse competition into the nooks and crannies of who 
we are and the environments we inhabit’ and that creates anxiety in many areas of our lives 
including our educational achievements, our prospects of getting a job and where we want to 
live in order to get the best job possible.  
Appadurai (2001b, p.6) also argued that globalisation is a ‘cover term for a world of 
disjunctive flows – produces problems that manifest themselves in intensely local forms but 
have contexts that are anything but local’. Globalisation is characteristic of flows of ‘objects, 
persons, images, and discourses’, which do not follow uniform patterns worldwide. These 
flows create issues that are unique to each locality in the domains of ‘livelihood, equity, 
suffering, justice, and governance’ (Appadurai, 2001b, p.6) as their points of origin, 
termination, speed, and relationships with institutional structures vary among regions, nations 
or societies (Appadurai, 2001b, p.6).  
Renn (2008, p.61) used the term ‘systemic risks’ to refer to these risks that emerged through 
globalisation. These risks are ‘transboundary or even global’ (Renn, 2008, p.63): 
Systemic risks have evolved from increased vulnerabilities and interconnections 
between geographic areas, as well as functional dependencies between the 
various sectors of society such as the physical world, the economy, social 
relationships and political cultures. Globalization and world trade have 
augmented the potential for systemic risks to become the major challenge of 
risk governance in the years to come (Renn, 2008, p.61). 
The main causes of these systemic risks are population growth and population density, the 
demand for land to be acquired for the development of urban centres and the use of hazard 
prone land for built environments. Other causes of systemic risk are the increased diversity 
within societies and the formation of various subcultures (Renn, 2008, pp.61-62). 
At this time of globalisation and development, additional risks include the vulnerability of 
human populations to the impacts of natural disasters arising out of climate change (Renn, 
2008, p.62). This is a new age of complexity, where natural disasters, such as extreme 




human beings in their pursuit of development goals. As Angela di Floristella (2015, p.3) 
noted: 
In the contemporary world, in fact, natural disasters cannot be considered as 
truly natural, because the ways in which populations, governments and 
economic actors have manipulated the environment all inform the intersection 
between natural hazardous events and human-related activities. Human 
intervention in the forms of uncontrolled growth of urban areas with their high 
concentration of population, industry and infrastructure, land degradation, 
deforestation, global warming and climate change are today recognized as 
among the global trends that affect the severity, if not the cause of natural 
hazards. 
Further, as transnational corporations acquired power in advanced industrial capitalism, they 
dictated the terms of markets and the flow of capital.  Activities of transnational corporations 
brought risks from pollution and hazards that evaded national boundaries, impacting 
unequally on the Global South and the poor. Beck (1999, pp.62-63) pointed out that whatever 
the risks produced by these social and environmental changes, ‘The poorest in the world will 
be hit the hardest. They will be least able to adapt themselves to the changes in the 
environment.’  
By contrast, other scholars such as Branko Milanovic (2016), Steven Radelet (2015) and 
Steven Pinker (2011) argue that economic growth in the world’s most advanced countries 
together with globalisation have been and will continue to be the processes that improve the 
situation of developing countries. Branko Milanovic (2016) shows that although inequality is 
definitely a great policy challenge, inequality is declining globally due to economic 
globalisation, while it produces inequalities within nations. The reasons for the increases in 
inequality within nations are globalisation’s integration of the ‘rich, affluent, and educated 
class’ and disengagement of the ‘working classes and marginalised the poor, who do not have 
the skills and economic clout to profit from open markets’ (Guttal 2007, p.529). As Steven 
Radelet (2015, p.18) believes however, despite these inequalities, the continued progress in 
the world’s most advanced countries’ could improve the conditions in the developing 
societies, mostly through global leadership, international cooperation and technological 




The actions of the world’s most advanced countries will be pivotal for continued 
development progress. They must take steps to strengthen their own economic 
and political systems—not just for their own benefit, but to establish a global 
environment in which developing countries can prosper.  
According to Radelet (2015, pp. 9-11), the viability of this argument is evident in the fact that 
the world’s developing countries have been making tremendous improvements since the early 
1990s, taking advantage of ‘global leadership, international cooperation, investments in new 
technologies [and] expanded trade.’ Moreover, many developing countries have built up 
stronger leadership capacities and democratic governance with stable global political and 
economic conditions (Radelet, 2015 9-11; Pinker, 2011 pp.671-692). Foreign aid has also 
played a key role in improving the status of developing countries, especially in the areas of 
reducing child mortality, fighting diseases, increasing agricultural production and mitigating 
the impacts of natural disasters and humanitarian crises (Radelet 2015, p.11). 
Sri Lanka adopted open economic policies in 1977 (Gamage, 2009, p.247) and as David 
Dunham and Sisira Jayasuriya (2010, p.103) demonstrated, while remaining a low-income 
country, the living standards across Sri Lanka improved during trade liberalisation, which 
corroborates with some of the arguments that Radelet (2015) puts forth in relation to the 
advantages of globalisation above. However, economic inequality between the metropolitan 
centres and the rural communities remains a significant issue in Sri Lanka.  
Under trade liberalisation policies in 1977, Sri Lanka offered ‘an attractive package of fiscal 
incentives’ (Athukorala, 2003, p.5) encouraging Foreign Direct Investment (FDI). Foreign 
investment in Sri Lanka included foreign capital, sophisticated technologies, export-oriented 
manufacturing and large-scale infrastructure projects. Sri Lanka opened up six Free Trade 
Zones (FTZs) in Katunayake (1978), Biyagama (1986) Koggala (1991) Pallekelle (1996) 
Mirigama (1997) and Malwatte (1997) where ‘over 155 foreign export processing 
enterprises’ are operating. Requirement for machine operators in FTZs created a high demand 
for jobs, which especially attracted young female adults from the rural sector. Economic 
reforms also created an enthusiasm for higher salaried private sector jobs which shifted the 
delivery of education from Sinhala to English, especially for the middle and upper middle 
class living in urban centres. People from privileged backgrounds in the urban centres 
enjoyed access to English education and private sector jobs which disadvantaged those in the 




white collar labour market work due to their lack of access to English education and other 
related skills for private sector employment. There was also a high demand for government 
sector jobs and such jobs provided employment security, but most rural youth, once again, 
were unable to apply for such jobs as they lacked the education needed for them. As Dunham 
and Jayasuriya (2010, p.106) noted, ‘Tamil youth, from similar backgrounds, were doubly 
deprived because they not only lacked good English, but also good Sinhala (the majority 
language in Sri Lanka).’ As Dunham and Jayasuriya (2010, p.106) note: 
Since liberalization, the material benefits of a deregulated economy have 
become widely known, raising the aspirations of rural youth in particular. They 
are no longer content with the basic standards of living of the rural life that their 
parents had. They see the situation in rural areas to be in stark contrast to the 
aggressive consumerism of the nouveau riche in metropolitan Colombo. The 
latter’s life-style has been highly visible; it has been increasingly resented, and 
it is all too often interpreted as the ill-gotten gains of the urban rich and 
opportunistic and self-serving politicians. In such situations, the lower 
incidence of absolute poverty that has recently been recorded in large-scale 
surveys seriously understates the frustrations and pressures building up in Sri 
Lankan society. Release takes various forms from despair and suicide to mass 
desertions from the army, to increased levels of crime and to armed insurrection. 
But there is little doubt that economic reform has generated changes that are 
enormously significant. 
As Dunham and Jayasuriya (2010, pp.104-106) further argued, the metropolitan bias in open 
economic reforms aggrevated the ethnic divisions between the North and East and South and 
the West of Sri Lanka. The North and the East have seen a ‘sharp economic decline’ as these 
provinces were ‘overlooked in the allocation of major projects’ (p.104). Among a multitude 
of complex other political factors, therefore, economic policy has also been a ‘contributory 
factor in the upsurge of separatism’ in Sri Lanka (p.104). As Dunham and Jayasuriya (2010, 
p.104) add, ‘… it is difficult to see from macro statistics that its impact elsewhere was so 
extreme as to have nurtured such serious armed protests. There is therefore an apparent 
anomaly.’  
Furthermore, and contrary to Radelet’s (2015 9-11) and Pinker’s (2011 pp.671-692) findings, 




and impacted upon governance negatively. Following trade liberalisation, the then 
government of Sri Lanka made changes in the Westminster-style democratic government by 
instituting a system of centralised governance headed by a directly elected Executive 
President. These changes contributed in the emergence of the armed conflict between the 
government and the Tamil militants as they experienced further economic and political 
marginalisation (Gamage, 2009, p.247). As (Gamage, 2009, p.250) explained: 
The argument advanced by Jayawardene [the then President of Sri Lanka] to 
justify such a system was that it was not good for the country’s development to 
change governments every five years. According to him, the country needed a 
stable leadership for the stability of government, continuation of neo-liberal 
economic programmes and to lure foreign investors. The consequences of this 
experiment with the free market economic liberalisation policies and 
accompanying changes to the governance structure implemented by 
Jayawardene and his successors led to eruptions of violent armed conflict from 
the south and the north at different junctures of recent history. 
I therefore argue that while taking a  balanced perspective is necessary, to explain the ways in 
which various global dynamics affect the social, economic, environmental and political 
fabrics of societies globally, a postcolonial critique is still necessary in the case of Sri Lanka 
to understand its historical roots and ongoing social dependencies and biases as well as its 
political instabilities.  
 
Environmental Risks and Sustainable Development 
In the final two decades of the twentieth century, modern capitalism, even in its advanced 
form of neoliberalism, as discussed above, continued to be seriously doubted as a 
constructive method of development by some scholars writing on development and risk. In 
particular, growing concerns emerged regarding the negative consequences of 
industrialisation on the environment (Pieterse, 2010, p.18). Processes of modernisation led to 
unprecedented levels of environmental exploitation during the 1960s and 1970s and as a 
result environmental issues became a major political issue, especially for the environmental 
movement (Springett and Redclift 2015, p.5). As Delyse Springett and Michael Redclift 




They [the environmental discourses] exposed the outcomes of capitalist 
industry and economics and cast doubt on the dominant political conception that 
economic growth itself, left unfettered, would resolve environmental as well as 
social problems (Springett and Redclift 2015, p.5). 
In this regard, the paradigms of global development also created significant environmental 
and ecological risks (Beck, 1999, p.35; Appadurai 2001b, p.17). Environmental risks also 
created issues in the countries of the Global North. The environmental awareness of the time 
began with Rachel Carson’s (1962) book Silent Spring, which exposed the environmental 
externalities of the chemical industry (Springett and Redclift, 2015, p.5). Therefore, as 
Springett and Redclift (2015, p.5) noted, a major ‘counter-attack against the power of 
globalization and market capitalism’ became observable in the activism that arose to protect 
the environment and guard poor communities against environmental injustices in the second 
half of the 20th Century.  
As Beck (1999, p.24) maintained, ecological destruction, poverty and environmental 
injustices go hand in hand. Beck (1999, p.24) argued that class was the main focus of 
sociological inquiry in the first modernity, while ecological concerns dominate the second 
modernity. However, Beck (1999, p.24) emphasised that the ecological question did not 
completely replace class concerns, as ‘ecological, labour-market and economic crises are 
overlapping and may well aggravate one another’. Ecological crisis in the second modernity 
is on the one hand wealth-driven. Destruction of nature takes place as a result of pollutants 
(for example the emission of greenhouse gases) from advanced industrial production aimed at 
growth. Instances of such ecological crises are the hole in the ozone layer (Beck, 1999, p.34) 
and climate change (Beck, 2009, p.293). On the other hand, poverty also plays a role in 
ecological damage (Beck, 1999, p.35). As Beck (1999, p.35) stated, there are risks that are 
directly related to poverty and a ‘close association exists between poverty and environmental 
destruction’. Anantha Duraiappah (1998, pp.2172-2176) identified a variety of ways in which 
poverty could coutribute to environmental degradation. Duraiappah argued that the poor 
contribute to environmental destruction through soil exhaustion, salinisation, and 
desertification for subsistence. Pollution due to the lack of sanitation is another significant 
dimension of the poverty-envrionmental degradation nexus. Lack of land tenure, dependence 
on biomass fuel, population growth and lack of access and government support are also some 




Beck (1999, p.35) believed that poverty-led environmental destruction and wealth-driven 
environmental destruction have significant differences. Quoting Michael Zurn (1995, p.51), 
Beck (1999, p.35) demonstrated that wealth-driven environmental destruction, while creating 
benefits for the capitalist elites, is caused by externalising production costs. The poor bear 
these environmental costs in the form of ‘toxic waste (sometimes imported from other 
countries) and obsolete technologies (for example, in the chemical, nuclear and – in the future 
– genetic industry as well as genetic engineering research)’. The threat of environmental risks 
were exacerbated in the 1980s through the free-market activities which were imposed on 
economically poorer countries (Beck, 1999, p.6, 35). Therefore, another significant difference 
between these two forms of environmental destruction is that the impacts of wealth-driven 
environmental destruction are distributed evenly around the world in the form of global 
warming while poverty-driven destruction hits specific geographical areas. This is where 
Beck (1999, p.5) warned that ‘… the globality of risk does not, of course, mean a global 
equality of risk. The opposite is true: the first law of environmental risk is: pollution follows 
the poor’.  
The prevalence of these environmental risks led to the rise of grassroots activism, both in the 
Global North and South, politically mobilising civil society movements to act against 
environmental and social harms that were occuring through various types of development 
(O’Riordan, 1976, pp.1-10; Murphy, 2009, pp.1-5).  Since the 1970s many groups (in 
America) such as the ‘National Audubon Society, Sierra Club, Wilderness Society, World 
Wildlife Fund, Natural Resources Defense Council, and the Conservation Law Foundation, 
and more recently, Greenpeace, American Rivers, and Earth First!’ launched environmental 
activism campaigns during this period (Rockefeller and Elder, 1992, p.3). Although there was 
a tendency to perceive environmentalism as a non-religious domain, some environmental 
movements in the 1960s and 70s campaigned for the rights of the environment as well as 
environmental justice, building upon religious ethics.  The Gandhian Home Rule movement 
in India is a famous grassroots movement that drew on religious concepts of truth, firmness 
and non-violence to act against social and environmental injustices produced by colonialism 
(Scalmer, 2011, p.20). In general, religious social and environmental movements fought 
against the exploitative social order created by capitalism (Halafoff, 2013, p.2). These 
movements were driven by the ‘principles of equity, justice, and peace’ (Shenandoah, 1992, 




integrity (Schorsch, 1992, p.27). At times they were also inspired by religious values 
(Halafoff, 2013, p.2), such as ‘moral wisdom’ (Schorsch, 1992, p. 27). 
Gradually, these pressures from non-religious and religious environmental actors and 
movements led global authorities such as the United Nations to convene a series of global 
conferences and enact agendas to tackle the problems related to the environment-society 
relationship (Barr, 2008, pp.20-27). The 1968 Paris Biosphere Conference, the 1972 United 
Nations Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm, the first World Conservation 
Strategy in 1980, the 1983 World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED), 
the 1987 report ‘Our Common Future’ (often referred to as the Brundtland Report) and the 
1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), and it 
subsequent publication ‘Agenda 21: Programme of Action for Sustainable Development’ are 
significant environmental initiatives which occurred in the late 20th century (Barr, 2008, 
pp.20-27). The most quoted definition of sustainable development comes from the original 
document produced in the 1980s by the World Commission on Environment and 
Development (WCED), Our Common Future, also known as the Brundtland Report, which 
reads: 
Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 
It contains within it two key concepts: the concept of ‘needs’, in particular the 
essential needs of the world’s poor, to which overriding priority should be 
given; and the idea of limitations imposed by the state of technology and social 
organization on the environment’s ability to meet present and future needs (The 
World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987, p.43). 
The 1987 Brundtland Report acknowledged the complexity of environmental and social risk 
issues, recognising civil society participation in governance as a vital step towards mitigating 
these problems. The Brundtland Report (World Commission on Environment and 
Development, 1987) also recommended community participation and empowerment as an 
important step in addressing the issues related to environmental injustices, describing them as 
caused by disparities in political power. Agenda 21: Programme of Action for Sustainable 
Development produced by the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development (UNCED) (United Nations, 1992) furthered this position. Principle 10 in 




concerned citizens, at the relevant level’ (United Nations, 1992, p.10). In this regard, Agenda 
21 advocated strengthening the role played by non-governmental organisations and grassroots 
movements: 
Non-governmental organisations play a vital role in the shaping and 
implementation of participatory democracy. Their credibility lies in the 
responsible and constructive role they play in society. Formal and informal 
organisations, as well as grass-roots movements, should be recognised as 
partners in the implementation of Agenda 21 (United Nations, 1992, p.230). 
Although both the Brundtland Report and Agenda 21 take a similar stand on sharing power in 
decision-making, Agenda 21 (1992) diverges in significant ways from the character of 
governance suggested by the Brundtland Report, encouraging more market mechanisms, and 
scientific and technological interventions in handling risk issues. This will be elaborated 
further below. 
The Brundtland Report also established  that sustainable development is not purely a 
technical or a technological issue, but also a religious and a cultural issue, which involves 
morals, attitudes and values (Rockefeller and Elder, 1992, p.8). As Rockefeller and Elder 
(1992, p.8) noted, the Brundtland Commission highlighted the importance of ethics and 
adopted a religious tone when thinking of the question of how sustainable development can 
be implemented.   
More recently the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), which were adopted by the 
United Nations’ General Assembly in September 2000 aimed at addressing the issues of 
global poverty (United Nations, 2014; United Nations, 2015b; United Nations, 2015c; United 
Nations, 2015d; United Nations, 2015e; United Nations, 2015f; United Nations, 2015g; 
United Nations, 2015h; United Nations, 2015i; United Nations 2015j). These were replaced 
in 2015 by the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). As the United Nations (2014, p.3) 
noted, the aim of the MDGs were to ‘to uphold the principles of human dignity, equality and 
equity, and free the world from extreme poverty’. Eight MDGs were declared to guide 
development along this path. The goals are: 
1. Eradicate Extreme Poverty & Hunger 
2. Achieve Universal Primary Education 
3. Promote Gender Equality and Empower Women 




5. Improved Maternal Health 
6. Combat HIV/AIDS, Malaria and other Diseases 
7. Ensure Environmental Sustainability and  
8. Develop a Global Partnership for Development (United Nations, c,d,e,f,g,h,i,j, 
2015).  
In September 2015, the United Nations General Assembly made a transition from the MDGs 
to the SDGs. The SDGs are expected to provide the new operational standard for 
development policy at a national as well as a global level. While the aim of the MDGs was to 
‘address the needs of the world’s poorest’, the MDGs did not provide a framework for 
‘broad-based, integrated sustainable development’ (United Nations Economic and Social 
Council, 2015, p.4). The transition to SDGs proposes changes in many areas such as policy 
integration at the national, regional and global level; governance institutions; stakeholder 
partnerships; leadership; and attitudes and values (United Nations Economic and Social 
Council, 2015, pp. 2, 4, 5-17).  
The main aim of the transition from MDGs to SDGs is to eradicate poverty and establish a 
stronger focus on sustainable development. Therefore, the SDGs are based on the three 
dimensions of sustainable development: economic, social and environmental (United Nations 
Economic and Social Council, 2015, pp. 2, 4). The 17 Sustainable Development Goals are: 
1. No Poverty 
2. Zero Hunger 
3. Good Health and Well-being 
4. Quality Education 
5. Gender Equality 
6. Clean Water and Sanitation 
7. Affordable and Clean Energy 
8. Decent Work and Economic Growth 
9. Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure 
10. Reduced Inequality 
11. Sustainable Cities and Communities 
12. Responsible Consumption and Production 
13. Climate Action 




15. Life on Land 
16. Peace and Justice Strong Institutions 
17. Partnerships to achieve the Goal 
These now provide the overarching framework for the eradication of poverty (United 
Nations, 2015a, United Nations Economic and Social Council, 2015). 
Sri Lanka has strived to achieve its MDG targets and has been successful in reaching many of 
its goals. Sri Lanka halved poverty and hunger in the country in the year 2012. By 2012 
almost all children (99.7%) were enrolled in primary schools. Sri Lanka has also reduced 
child mortality and improved maternal health remarkably due to improvements in the health 
and education sectors and overall living conditions. In terms of infectious diseases, there are 
very low levels of HIV/AIDS infections in Sri Lanka (less than 0.01% of the population) and 
matalria has almost been eliminated. Concerning global partnerships, Sri Lanka has received 
tremendous support during the post-tsunami recovery and rebuilding period. Oveseas 
development assistant was 3.62% of Gross National Income (GNI) in 2005, but has reduced 
to 1.04% in 2012 due to Sri Lanka being classified as a Middle Income Country in 2010. 
Global partnerships still remain strong in terms of exports. 24% of Sri Lankan exports go to 
the United States, while 32% of exports are sent to the European Union. Garments are Sri 
Lanka’s largest export product amounting to 43% of total export earnings. The two MDGs 
that Sri Lanka stills laggs behind in is gender equality and environmental sustainability. 
While gender equality in education is similar for both sexes, gender equality in employment 
and participation of women in national politics is a goal that Sri Lanka still struggles to 
achieve. As for environmental sustainability, Sri Lanka has taken various steps to ensure 
environmental health in urban areas as well as in protecting endangered species. While this 
has remained a challenge, the government has taken steps to increase forest cover and to 
include more sustainable urban growth into its urban development agenda (GoSL and UN, 
2013, pp.4-37).  
Although these MDG goals reveal statistics compiled both at the urban and rural levels, as 
described above and as will also be discuseed in data analysis chapters Seven to Ten, 
significant disparities are still present in some of these MDGs between the urban and rural 
sectors. As R.M.K. Ratnayake (2013) shows, there is a remarkable urban-rural divide in Sri 
Lanka, and this inequality is quite prominent when compared between the Western Province 




economic potential, while there are high rates of poverty in the Northern, Eastern (due to the 
ethnic conflict) and Central provinces (due to the marginalisation of estate sector workers) 
(The World Bank, 2015 p.15). Better public transport infrastructure are also concerntrated 
among the major cities of Colombo, Kandy and Galle (The World Bank, 2015, p.15). Travel 
times and public transport delays demonstrate the isolation of many of the rural areas in Sri 
Lanka. Travel times are greatly increased by the time taken to reach a bus stop. Lack of 
proper transportation is also an indicator of the lack of access to adequate healthcare and 
education of rural communities (The World Bank, 2015, p.98). There are large additional 
inequalities in rural sectors compared to the urban when it comes to education and healthcare. 
While 53% of boys and 61% of girls in urban schools pass the General Certificate of 
Education Ordinary Level (GCE – OL) (the first major state-wide examination that qualifies 
students for the GCE Advanced Level, which is the qualifying examination for university 
level education), only 27% of boys and 34% of girls in the rual sector pass the GCE OL. 
Availability of education streams also vary vastly between urban and rural sector schools. 
Most schools that offer scince and engineering streams for GCE AL are located in urban or 
semi urban areas. This observation from Ratnayake (2013, pp.20-21) reflects the overal 
situation in Sri Lanka and was also observed in the three villages I studied: 
… many children from economically poor families in rural and estate sector 
failed to gain fair access to science education. The general perception is that the 
teachers teach inadequately in schools, where almost all children sitting for 
public exams are now choose to attend tuition classes to supplement school 
education. Thus the likelihood of children in poor families to gain entry into 
more rewarding academic courses such as medicine and engineering in 
universities is remote. 
Although these findings speak of the science and engineering stream, the same situation 
exists with the arts and commerce streams. As a result of low levels of competitive 
educational achievements in the rural sector, unemployment rates are also high among the 
rural youth. The influence of English language education on employability was discussed 
above, where I described how rural youth are marginalised in the job market due to their lack 
of English proficiency. 
In terms of healthcare, further disparities are reflected in nutritional measures and birth 




to 10.5% while some other marginal disctricts such as Baduall and Nuwaraeliya have 
percentages of 32.8% and 33.8% respectively (Ratnayake 2013, p.20). 
Sri Lanka transitioned into adopting the SDGs in 2015 and set a target year for achieving 
them by 2030 (Department of Census and Statistics, 2017, p.6). While Sustainable 
Development is currently a widely-accepted framework in developmental policy across the 
world, scholars and politicians in the Global South introduced alternative concepts of 
development, including the concepts of post-development and human development to contest 
prior global development paradigms that share similarities with Sustainable Development. As 
James Sidaway (2014, p.148) wrote, post-development arose in the 1990s in the context of 
anti-development and postcolonial critique. Quoting Michael Watts (2000, p.170), Sidaway 
(2014, p.149) wrote that the post-development community consists of writers from many 
countries in the South, including Vandana Shiva, Wolfgang Sachs, Arturo Escobar, Gustavo 
Esteva and Ashish Nandy. Gustavo Esteva and Madhu Suri Prakash (1998a, p.280) notably 
argued that populations in the Global South were rising up against the ‘Global Project’ that 
has been imposed on them and explained how,  
[g]oing beyond the premises and promises of modernity, people at the grassroots are 
re-inventing or creating fresh new intellectual and institutional frameworks… 
Explicitly liberating themselves from the dominant ideologies, fully immersed in their 
local struggles, these movements and initiatives reveal the diverse content and scope 
of grassroots endeavours. 
Human development is another concept of development that challenged the purely economic 
and capitalist models. As Amartya Sen (2000, p.18) explained:  
Rather than concentrating only on some solitary and traditional measure of 
economic progress (such as the gross national product per head), ‘human 
development’ accounting involves a systematic examination of a wealth of 
information about how human beings in each society live (including their state 
of education and health care, among other variables). It brings an inescapably 
pluralist conception of progress to the exercise of development evaluation. 
As Sudhir Anand and Amartya Sen (2000, p.2031) stated, while economic development 
definitely is a significant dimension ‘to the success of human living’, economic development 
that neglects ‘public care and social organization, which also contribute to the well-being and 




p.2039), an exclusively ‘wealth-based approach’ is a partisan approach and a comprehensive 
paradigm of development should place the development of the human at the centre of the 
exercise rather than treating them merely ‘as means of production and of economic activity’. 
In human development, therefore, education, health, and quality of life are the dimensions 
that build up human agency, which in turn leads to material prosperity that contributes to 
further improvements in the quality of life. In a purely economic regime, education, health 
and training are used for a unilateral purpose of raising productivity rather than improving 
agency. For sustainable development, they argue,  
… human skill and agency would be important not just in raising productivity, but 
also in devising ways and means of dealing with environmental and other challenges. 
But, while taking full note of this instrumental importance of human quality in 
maintaining and expanding the material basis of human life, we must not lose sight of 
the central importance of the quality of human life as an end in itself.’ (Anand and 
Sen, 2000, p.2039).  
The human development approach also advocates universalism, where all human beings of 
diverse races, classes, genders, nationalities and generations should enjoy the same level of 
access to social care, freedom and well-being. 
As outlined above, the phases of macro level global development of colonialism, 
postcolonialism and neoliberalism resulted in various forms of environmental and social risks 
in the countries in the Global South. Investigating how major world developmental 
paradigms impacted the Global South is a central aspect of my research on Sarvodaya and Sri 
Lanka. As will be examined in greater detail in Chapter Five, Sarvodaya, opposed the 
dominant paradigms of modernisation as an appropriate method of development in post-
colonial Sri Lanka and created an alternative framework of holistic development based on 
local cultural and religious worldviews, which aligns it with aspects of both post-
development and human development paradigms. 
A greater awareness of risks in late modernity led not only to a rethinking of development 
processes but also to the emergence of a parallel field of risk governance, which also 







As Douglas Torgerson and Robert Paehlke (2005, p. 3) explained, a system of government 
consists of a ‘central power’ and an ‘absolute authority’ through which administrative 
decisions are made. Methods of addressing risks based on government are closed to outside 
involvement where decisions are made only within the bureaucracy who are the professional 
experts and specialised organisations. According to Torgerson and Paehlke (2005, p.3), the 
authority of the government and its administrative powers were necessary during the 
emergence of industrialisation in order to handle complex problems of advancing economies 
and societies. However, the decision-making of the government began to be ineffective in 
later stages of advanced industrialisation and second modernity. Top-down and centralised 
administration had significant limitations, such as the homogenisation of values and the 
assumption that there is one best way to solve problems (Paehlke and Torgerson, 2005, p.313, 
315; Torgerson 2005a, pp.171-174, 2005b, pp.12-13). Consequently, the idea of governance 
began to replace dependence on government, by proposing more decentralised deliberation-
based decision-making. Governance therefore opened up spaces for the public to engage in 
decision-making inviting perspectives from various interest groups (Torgerson and Paehlke, 
2005, p.313, 315). As Renn (2008, p.66) explained, constructive dialogue between 
stakeholders is the key to a successful process of risk governance because risks are created 
through human decision-making processes:  
It [risk] is a product of human decisions. If there is any freedom of choice, the 
possible options have to be weighed up against each other and the chosen option 
has to be morally justified. Expert knowledge is an integral part of this decision. 
Such a process of risk analysis needs a structural framework in which to 
develop. The answers cannot be found in ‘expertocracy’ or in plebiscite politics. 
Instead, they lie in a discourse that emerges from a societal network in which 
experts, economic and political decision-makers, and risk-bearing citizens can 
analyse how much risk they regard as acceptable to society. This can happen in 
the context of well-structured, constructive dialogues that fulfil the task of 
linking up expert and empirical knowledge, resolving expected conflicts in an 
exemplary way that sets a precedent for further debate. (Renn, 2008, p.66). 
In this regard, Beck’s (1999, p.73) notion of reflexivity in addressing risks is critical. 




confrontation of the conditions of the risk society.  This self-confrontation, or the ‘societal 
self-critique’ (Beck, 1999, p.80) sets the society in motion as ‘[w]ithin the horizon of the 
opposition between old routine and new awareness of consequences and dangers, society 
becomes self-critical’ (Beck, 1999, p.81). This self-criticism also contains the awareness that 
the conventional institutions in industrial society are incapable of addressing the risks of the 
risk society (Beck, 1999, p.73, 81). Therefore, reflexivity also questions the applicability of 
popularly used Western models in explaining and governing risk issues within different 
modernities in various parts of the world. In this way reflexivity enables questions such as 
‘which new and unexpected forms of the social are emerging? Which new social and political 
forces, and which lines of conflict, are appearing on the horizon?’ (Beck, 1999, p.2).  
Further, reflexivity recognises the importance of lay knowledge, and turns attention to 
frameworks which scientific and realist modernisation dismissed. Therefore reflexivity 
allows interdisciplinarity and public participation in the processes of risk governance. 
Reflexivity makes the facts of cultural heterogeneities explicit (Beck, 1999, p.24). Many 
prominent authors on the topics of environmental governance (for example Paehlke and 
Torgerson, 2005) and risk governance (for example Renn, 2008; Rosa, Renn, and McCright, 
2014) acknowledged the interdisciplinary and participatory dimensions of risk governance. 
As Beck (1999, p.81) listed, the groups that have been most reflexive throughout history 
range from ‘the working class, the critical intelligentsia, the public sphere, social movements 
of the most diverse tendencies and composition, women, subcultures, youth, lepers, self-
organizing psychopaths and counter-experts’. From this point of view, social movements and 
counter-experts can assist with instilling reflexivity into the processes of risk governance. 
They can do so particularly within a paradigm of environmental risk governance that focuses 
on culture, rather than merely technology.  
 
The technologically oriented paradigm for risk governance 
Scholars such as Martin Janicke (2009) and Gert Spaargaren & Arthur Mol (2009), proposed 
the ‘political modernization’ program following Agenda 21’s recommendations to give 
prominence to non-state actors, such as civil society, the private sector and supra-national 
institutions, to make environmental decisions. This practice of risk governance is referred to 
as governance through institutional innovations. Risk governance as institutional innovations 
emphasises the fact that risk governance should be a collaborative effort between the states, 




(2014, pp.152-154) elaborated, governance through institutional innovations definitely is a 
response to new challenges brought about by processes ‘such as globalization, increased 
international cooperation (e.g., the European Union), technological changes (e.g., 
international communication), the increased engagement of citizens, the rise of NGOs, and 
the changing role of the private sector’. 
Further to this, several key theorists (Mol, 1996, 1997; Mol and Sonnenfeld 2000; Van 
Tatenhove, Arts, and Leroy (eds.) 2000) of the political modernisation programme argued for 
the involvement of civil society in governance through the integration of social movements. 
Therefore, the main institutions that are expected to participate in the processes of 
environmental decision-making are the State, the private sector, scientific experts and social 
movements. As Janicke (2009, p.34) maintained, decisions should be made in decentralised 
horizontal dialogical cooperation as opposed to centralised vertical imperative intervention.  
In this model, the State adopts a facilitating position rather than the position of a direct 
decision maker. Incidentally, the State performs enabling functions such as delivering public 
services, partnering with other actors, establishing rules and regulations, monitoring the 
performance of other governance actors, enforcing law, and implementing environmental 
agreements (Blowers, 1997, p.20). Social movements are also seen to be important in this 
paradigm by theorists such as Arthur Mol (1996, 1997) and Arthur Mol and David 
Sonnenfeld (2000).  Social movements, or the civil society, are expected to intervene in the 
process to provide cultural reflexivity – critique of the decisions made by the State and the 
private sector through various cultural perspectives and the knowledge gained from lived 
experiences (Dryzek, David, Hunold, Schlosberg and Hernes, 2009, pp.226-253; Hajer, 2009, 
p.85; Spaargaren and Mol, 2009, p.56-57). A leading role is assigned to the private sector and 
scientific experts to engage in research and development to produce ‘technological 
environmental innovations’ (Huber, 2009, p. 29) – end-of-pipe clean technologies that no 
longer produce toxic externalities (Huber, 2009, p.29). According to political modernisation 
theorists (Mol, 1996, 1997; Mol and Sonnenfeld, 2000; Van Tatenhove et al. (eds.), 2000), 
technological innovations will become greener and cleaner through scientific advancements. 
The political modernisation program succeeds to a greater degree in delegating the 
administrative State’s power to the private sector. However, this paradigm’s effectiveness is 
limited in its ability to integrate civil society in decision making. Arguably there are a few 




predominantly scientific and quantitative because it draws from various environmental and 
physical sciences for technological innovations (Fischer, 1990, 2000). From the initiation of 
planning to the implementation of a development project, decisions are made through 
scientific and engineering models, including risk estimations. Beck (1999, pp.36) was largely 
critical of the scientific and quantitative methodology adopted in risk governance. Scientific 
qualitative methodology, as Beck (1999) argued, downplayed the subtle but profound 
dynamics of risks that were discussed above. Beck (1999, p.36) here made a distinction 
between the greater (social manifestation of risks) and quantifiable risks. He questioned the 
possibility of quantifying the risk impacts of poverty, ecological destruction, climate change 
and globalisation (Beck, 1999, p.36). For example, while it may be possible to calculate the 
risk of a nuclear explosion, Beck (1999, p.36) challenged the possibility of quantifying the 
risks associated with mass emigration triggered by ecological destruction. Similarly, 
problems arise in relation to estimating the risk of global trade impoverishing populations 
outside the Western industrial countries or risks that neoliberal trade creates through 
environmental exploitation. As Beck (1999, p.36) argued, there are no forms of insurance 
available for such risks as ‘it has no meaning to insure oneself against the worst-case effects 
of spiralling global threats. Hence there are no plans for aftercare if the worst should happen’. 
As Renn (2008, pp.53-61) later wrote, ‘probabilistic modelling proved only partially helpful 
in coping with these risks, and it was clear that social science expertise was badly needed to 
help understand the mental causes and social reasons for these risks’.  
Another limitation for this model of governance was the marginalisation of social 
movements. As I argued in an earlier publication (Rajkobal, 2014, pp.310-316), the 
involvement of a social movement in governance makes it appear to be a collaborative 
process, however the technologically oriented paradigm reframes the social movement 
through a top-down hierarchical approach which gives precedence to technology. The 
culturally oriented social movement finds it difficult to be involved in a constructive dialogue 
with the domineering actors in this paradigm who are the growth oriented government, the 
profit oriented private sector and the scientifically oriented experts (Rajkobal, 2011, pp.2-5; 
2014, pp.310-316). This paradigm of risk governance thereby reproduces Beck’s (1992, p.30) 
following observation about conflicting views of risk: 
What becomes clear in risk discussions are the fissures and gaps between 
scientific and social rationality in dealing with the hazardous potentials of 




questions that are not answered by the risk technicians at all, and the technicians 
answer questions which miss the point of what was really asked and what feeds 
public anxiety. 
Further to this, although Mol (2000, p.47, 49) stated that social movements should develop a 
collaborative language instead of a confrontational language, social movements’ attempts to 
develop a collaborative language can become ineffective due to the overarching requirement 
for scientific expertise (Rajkobal, 2014, pp.310-316). Such an approach can leave social 
movements frustrated and can create conflict between social movements on the one hand and 
the government and the private sector on the other. 
As risks have evaded quantification and increasingly make an impact on various localities, 
citizens have started to lose confidence in the methods of risk estimation and management 
adopted by the institutions of government and science and technology (Beck, 1999; Renn, 
2008, pp.53-56). As Renn (2008, pp.53-61) demonstrated, there was an ongoing debate in the 
late 1990s about the validity of the technical risk assessment (quantification of risks) versus 
the social scientific assessments of risk (for example the sociological arguments of Beck 
1992).  
 
The culture-based paradigm for risk governance 
Scholars (Fischer, 1990, pp.1-15; 2000, pp.1-9; Szerszynski, Lash & Wynne, 1996, pp.1-5) 
who criticised the inadequacy of the technologically oriented governance paradigm for 
citizen engagement argued for a culture-based paradigm instead. The culture-based paradigm 
for risk governance also corroborates the postcolonial argument of development, which 
questions the ‘superiority of modern industrialization and technological progress’ (McEwan, 
2014, p.138). Postcolonial critique, in upholding the cultural superiority of the Global South 
as opposed to the ethnocentrism of Western development paradigms, argues that indigenous 
systems of livelihood, governance and economy were rich in the values of ‘equity, reciprocity 
and communalism’ and ‘are more advantageous to people of the South than the pursuit of 
capitalism, with its emphasis on individual wealth and incorporation into the global 
economy.’ (McEwan, 2014, p.138). As postcolonial critique upholds, although poverty and 
the lack of technologies might be a setback, spaces should be opened up for non-Western 
perspectives, acknowledging the requirement for a diversity of perspectives to address the 




Moreover, a culture-based paradigm for environmental governance is expected to put more 
emphasis on the environment-society relationship in terms of human behaviour. Core cultural 
value systems are viewed as fundamental to understanding the problem. One method used by 
a culture-based paradigm for environmental governance is individual behavioural change. 
Behavioural change in environmental governance aims at modifying individual values to alter 
their actions in favour of the society and the environment (Barr, 2008, p.31). As Stewart Barr 
(2008, p.31) explained, values are ‘the underlying principles that guide the behaviour of 
individuals’. Therefore values are one of the significant determinants in the way in which 
individuals relate to and act towards the environment (Barr, 2008, p.31) among which habits 
and needs are also prominent. Environmental injustices resulting from current forms of 
production are another aspect of environmental risks which cannot be addressed solely 
through a technological and scientific approach.  
As many scholars observed (Acselrad, 2008; Bullard, 2005; Bullard and Johnson, 2000) most 
of the rural communities worldwide are exposed to environmental and social risks because of 
poverty. As discussed above, poor communities are entangled in a vicious cycle of poverty 
and risks where they may mismanage their local natural resources due to their poverty, which 
then drags them down to worse levels. Economically poor communities are also subjected to 
environmental injustices created by the dominant developmental actors such as governments 
and the private sector. Local rural resources are often exploited for urban development and in 
turn industrial waste dumps are situated in rural backyards (McCormick, 1995, pp.1-15).  
As mentioned before, the global schemas such as the Bruntland Report and the Agenda 21 
advocated community participation to address the problem of environmental injustices. As 
Joseph Huber (1989, p.365, huber369; 2009, pp.365-369) observed, social movements are 
concerned with the ‘social question’ or the ‘ecological question’ of industrial development. 
Therefore, social movements tend to prioritise the social welfare of the cultural and natural 
contexts over the requirement of the industrial system (Huber, 1989, p.365, 369). As 
Szerszynski, Lash and Wynne (1996, p. 2) argued, a culture based paradigm could prove 
effective in addressing social and environmental justice issues by taking a situated approach 
(Szerszynski, Lash and Wynne, 1996, p.2). A situated approach enables evaluating problems 
within their cultural contexts and basing solutions on the knowledge and requirements of the 
people with whom the problem is concerned. In the following chapters I argue that religion 




based paradigms of risk governance and more holistic frameworks of development, 
exemplified by the social movements of the South, including Sarvodaya.   
 
Conclusion  
Countries such as Sri Lanka, in the Global South, were exposed to various forms of social 
and environmental risks arising out of the macro level global developmental paradigms of 
colonialism, postcolonialism and neoliberalism. As argued by Dependency theorists and 
World System theorists, and various other critics of the Global Development Project, the 
centre-periphery relations that began in the colonial period continue to the present day 
through processes of globalisation and unequal relations of global trade. These trade relations 
not only exacerbate social risks created by poverty and dependency in the Global South, but 
also lead to environmental risks such as pollution, resource exploitation, anthropogenic 
environmental disasters and poverty-led environmental exploitation. Therefore, although risk 
may simply be understood as the occurrence of an undesirable state, risk, in the context of the 
Global South is arguably a broader social phenomena, arising out of the negative social and 
environmental consequences of capitalist development.  
Addressing these risks should be a process that starts at the decision-making level, preferably 
to adopt alternative paradigms of development to that of purely economistic ones advocated 
by capitalist modes of development. Some such alternatives have been suggested by post-
development and human development approaches, however, risk governance requires clear 
strategies on how these models should actually be practised at the community level. On the 
one hand, reflexive institutions of risk governance (such as the government, civil society, 
private sector corporations, social movements and donors) should partner with each other 
within a collaborative environment to make the right development decisions. On the other 
hand, once communities are exposed to various risks, governance initiatives should also focus 
on rebuilding community capacities through creating solidarity, cohesion and the 
strengthening of their identities. Committed and reflexive grassroots organisations, such as 
local social movements, can become important players in risk governance in this way.  
Following on from the consensus among scholars that the top-down government-led model is 
not the appropriate model for risk governance either in the North or the South, alternative, 
deliberative models of decision-making have been put forward to define the ways in which 




collaborate in decision-making processes. Although a main objective of deliberation in 
governance is to mitigate the problems of injustices experienced by civil society, a common 
outcome in the decisions made through popular models, such as the technological paradigm 
described above, is that the interests of civil society are still marginalised in the decisions that 
are being made. Therefore, this chapter also examined the potential of a culture-based 
paradigm of risk governance. The next chapter builds on these themes and examines religion 
and spirituality as a part of culture that can inform an alternative, holistic paradigm of 
development and risk governance, which will be analysed in more detail in subsequent 




Chapter Three – Development, Spirituality and Risk Governance  
Introduction 
As discussed in the previous chapter, the macro level frameworks of global development 
have been centred mostly on economic growth. Moreover, the Global South has suffered as a 
result of processes of colonisation and has been further disadvantaged by neoliberal models 
of development. Although developing countries have reaped some benefits of globalisation 
through improvements in their systems of governance, education and health services, as 
discussed in the previous chapter, ongoing poverty, inequality and related social and 
environmental risks still cause significant instability in countries in the Global South. As a 
result of postcolonial critiques and environmental crises, calls emerged in the latter part of the 
20th century for alternative, culture-based and human-centred development and risk 
governance practices. This in turn led to religion, as a part of culture, to begin to be seen as 
an important dimension of more holistic strategies to address risks and advance sustainable 
development goals.  
Most approaches to development tend to define progress in terms of industrial growth and 
‘modernisation’, and thereby view the role that culture and religion play in individual or 
social life as oppositional to development (Clarke, 2013, pp.1-5; Tomalin, 2013, 1-2). As 
Emma Tomalin (2013, p.1) observes, modern development paradigms of the Global North 
have largely disregarded religion , and more broadly culture, in the Global South as backward 
social institutions. However, Tomalin (2013) and Matthew Clarke (2011; 2013b) argue that 
religion can play an important role in development in countries where religion is prominently 
a part of culture, as the Western secular ideal of progress is increasingly being contested. 
In addition, despite theories of secularisation which predicted a decline of religion in the 
public sphere, the visibility of religion has risen globally at the turn of the 21st century, 
especially in the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks in New York. This has led 
to a corresponding rise in scholarship on the role of religion in public life and to the theory 
that we are currently living in a post-secular age, as will be discussed in more detail later in 
this chapter. Interest in spirituality has also increased during this period, evident in the 
growing popularity of practices such as yoga and meditation, the media’s fascination with the 
supernatural, and people declaring themselves to be ‘spiritual but not religious’ both in 
Western and Eastern contexts. While there has certainly been more of a focus on religion in 




spirituality. Furthermore, postcolonial writers such as Asad (1999) and Abeysekara (2008) 
are also contesting the Western and generalised notions of religion and secularity, 
questioning such essentialisation, especially when understanding the religious and cultural 
lives of non-Christian and non-Western peoples.  This chapter outlines the main arguments of 
this scholarship. I argue that this research and these theories can inform a more holistic 
paradigm of sustainable development and risk governance, cognisant of the importance of 
local contexts and worlviews. 
 
Development, Multiple Modernities and Social Cohesion 
Developmental disparities caused by the frameworks of capitalism and neoliberalism have 
led to a growing polarisation between the rich and poor. This has pushed economically 
weaker groups and minorities towards marginalisation, exclusion and various forms of 
discrimination. The negative outcomes of disproportionate development can also make these 
marginalised communities and individuals more vulnerable to conflicts and social unrest 
(OECD, 2011). These dynamics also accord with Beck’s (1999, pp.2-5) arguments that 
despite the globality of risks, risks are unequally distributed between the rich and the poor. In 
a similar vein globalisation has also created multiple modernities. 
As Elsje Fourie (2012, p.52) explains, the concept of multiple modernities emerged to 
challenge theories such as modernity, which insisted on a convergence of all societies 
towards Eurocentric notions of development, assuming an underlying ‘unilinearity’. In its 
theoretical position, multiple modernities appreciates the multiplicity of ways in which 
political, economic and social development takes place in different societies in different 
countries around the globe. As the theory of multiple modernities postulates, modernisation’s 
effects on many countries around the world has not been identical. While modernisation 
carried the promise of ‘freedom and material benefit’, the way its methods were applied (for 
example Rostow’s Five Stages of Growth) into various countries were affected by the culture 
and historical circumstances of various societies, consequently there is no one definable 
modernity, but multiple modernities. As Fourie (2012, p.54) states,   
modernity continues to have an undeniable global impact, but… this impact is so 
radically mediated by the historical and cultural backgrounds of each society it 




societies worldwide processes of modernity go through a continuous process of 
destruction and reconstruction.  
Quoting Shmuel Eisenstadt (2005, p.2), Fourie (2012, p.55) adds that modernity ‘is a process 
of “continual constitution and reconstitution of a multiplicity of cultural programmes”’. 
Similarly, for Sudipta Kaviraj (2005, p.138 quoted in Fourie, 2012, p.55) modernisation is 
‘the process of learning a new language but retaining one’s original accent and patterns of 
thought.’ The conflict that occurs within the continuous adaptation and readaptation to 
modernity in different contexts produces reflexivity, self-questioning and self-consciousness 
within modernising societies (Fourie, 2012, p.55).  
Critique of the theory of multiple modernities point out that it focuses too much on culture, 
religion and diversity and that it overlooks the importance of structural facts such as 
innovations in political and economic systems.  According to Christian Smith and Brandon 
Vaidyanathan (2010, pp.9-10) multiple modernities theory essentalises cultures and assumes 
an ‘internal homogeneity’ of cultures and civilisations. Instead they propose selecting smaller 
units of analysis such as ‘regions or subcultures’ and being aware of ‘exogenous and 
contingent factors shaping cultural trajectories’. 
 
As Mark Brennan, Courtney Flint and A. Luloff (2008, p.97) have also argued, although 
modernisation viewed culture as a restraint in development, culture, implicitly or explicitly 
determines the local dynamics of development. Culture is significant in understanding the 
potential strengths and limitations of a community towards achieving certain developmental 
goals, which in turn can assist in framing effective local developmental strategies: 
While it was once viewed as a constraint or limitation to modernisation and 
development, rural culture, under the right circumstances, is a potential strength. 
In places where it may not be an overt strength, it can certainly condition or 
explain local development responses or their lack. Appreciation of this fact can 
contribute to new, more effective development strategies. We suggest that, 
despite the understudy role of culture, it is an essential consideration for 
understanding local community development options, community actions and 
citizen responses to a variety of conditions (Brennan et al, 2008, p.98). 
According to Brennan et.al. (2008, p.98) culture is the way of life of a community and 




(2013, p.36) states, a society becomes formless, ‘a crowd or a collection of individuals’ 
coming together only ‘by the needs of the moment’. Yet a common way of life is created 
through a ‘common view of life’ and culture creates this common view. Cultural values 
create the ideas present within a community and values are usually formed through 
knowledge and experience gained by a community. Values dictate moral rights and wrongs 
within a society. Norms and rules are also designed based on agreed upon values. 
Christopher Dawson (2013, p.43) also demonstrated that cultures are usually a ‘social way of 
life [that] is founded on a religious law of life’. Religious laws of life, according to Dawson 
(2013, p.43), are the laws drawn from hopes and fears that humans felt towards non-human, 
superhuman or supernatural powers and in the past these religious laws created a common 
view of life for tribes and communities that transformed into social institutions. The cultural 
institutions of family and marriage even in contemporary secularised societies have religious 
backgrounds and maintain religious blessings and sanctions. Thus, as Dawson (2013, p.37) 
argues: 
The complete secularization of social life is a relatively modern and anomalous 
phenomenon. Throughout the greater part of mankind’s history, in all ages and 
states of society, religion has been the great central unifying force in culture. It 
has been the guardian of tradition, the preserver of the moral law, the educator 
and the teacher of wisdom.  
Cultures, enriched with knowledge, values, norms, experiences and religious beliefs, possess 
both inclusionary and exclusionary practices. Common meanings produced through these 
inclusionary and exclusionary practices create a shared attachment among community 
members, and according to Brennan et.al. (2008, p.98), such attachments can grow over time, 
thus culture is one of the underlying factors of community solidarity. Further, in relation to 
development, cultural practices could both be positive and negative. In terms of development 
Brennan et.al. stated (2008, p.99): ‘A locally shared culture plays an important role in 
shaping the definition of community problems. It also influences possible solutions and the 
means of addressing them’ (Brennan et al, 2008, p.99). In this way culture can be a ‘driver 
and an enabler of social cohesion’ (UNESCO, 2017, para 1).  
The notion of social cohesion became a 'policy-relevant construct' in the 1990s (Schiefer and 
van der Noll, 2017, p.581) as social scientists, policy makers and policy advisors began to 




industrialisation, capitalism, globalisation, individualisation as well as migration (Schiefer 
and van der Noll, 2017, pp.581-583). In the 1990s and early 2000s social cohesion became a 
central concern of various developmental institutions and state actors, focusing on addressing 
either, or both, economic and cultural instability (Schiefer and van der Noll, 2017, p.583).  
As David Schiefer and Jolanda van der Noll (2017, p.583) explain, ideals of social cohesion 
are varied and influenced by poltical orientations. They note that: 
… [f]rom a social-democratic view, equality and solidarity might be 
emphasized as an essential ingredient for social cohesion whereas from a 
nationalist view the shared national history and traditional values might be 
emphasized. Liberal views, in turn, might stress the importance of equality in 
terms of individual opportunities (Schiefer and van der Noll, 2017, p.583).  
 
The concept of social cohesion long predates our current age, and was a central concern for 
sociologists such as Emile Durkheim (1914), Ferdinand Tonnies (1887), Talcott Parsons and 
Robert Merton (Schiefer and van der Noll 2017, p.583-584). In their writing social cohesion 
was commonly understood as a concept that determined ‘what constitutes social order in a 
society and why it can be maintained even in times of social changes’ (Schiefer and van der 
Noll, 2017, p.583). In the 20th century, sociologists addressed social cohesion more in terms 
of social integration, interpreting social cohesion as a property that ‘is present when 
individuals and groups with different cultures, values, beliefs, life styles, and socio-economic 
resources have equal access to all domains of societal life and live together without conflict’ 
(Schiefer and van der Noll, 2017, p.584). Overall, social cohesion is valued as a desirable 
feature of a social entity (i.e., community or society)’ and is also a concept used by scientists 
and policy makers ‘as an instrument to monitor societal development and to adapt policies to 
face societal challenges, such as globalization or diversity’ (Schiefer and van der Noll, 2017, 
p.580). 
Further, as Renn (2008, p.286) argues, social cohesion is an important dimension of risk 
governance as cohesive societies have a collective identity despite their plural values and 
identities. As Barr (2008, p.31) explained, values are ‘the underlying principles that guide the 
behaviour of individuals’, and through values individuals make meaning of their actions. 
Although diverse, individuals and their perceptions and value orientations play a significant 
role in risk governance (Renn 2008, pp.23-45). Therefore, as Renn (2008, p.40) argued, 




governance, such as community cohesion through solidarity, empathy and the strengthening 
of identities.  
Schiefer and van der Noll (2017, p.583) view social cohesion as a multidimensional construct 
along ‘micro (e.g., individual attitudes and orientations), meso (features of communities and 
groups), and macro (features of societal institutions)’ levels. As mentioned above, many 
scholars see social cohesion in decline as a result of changes to social relations 
(individualisation, diversity and competition) prompted by the current frameworks of 
capitalist, neoliberal development and globalisation (Schiefer and van der Noll, 2017). In 
turn, disruptions to social cohesion negatively affect development and also make 
communities more vulnerable to risks. The next section explores the roles of religion and 
spirituality in development, risk governance and social cohesion.  
 
Religion, Development and Social Cohesion 
According to Roland Robertson (1969, p.14) religion is a ‘central and permanent 
anthropological feature of social life’, as religious beliefs and institutions deal with ‘problems 
of meaning and purpose’ and are also the ‘foundations of ethics, morals and values’ of a 
society (Robertson, 1969, p.11). Indeed, Emile Durkheim (1915, p.419) argued that religion 
expresses the collective life of the society, as religions bring together mental functions, ideas, 
sentiments and concepts that bind a society together (Durkheim, 1915, p.3), and were 
therefore an essential part of creating social stability (Nisbet, 1915, p.vi).  
As Clarke (2013, p.1) similarly explains: 
Whilst religion is primarily concerned with a personal relationship with an 
unseen order, rightful relations with this unseen order is most often dependent 
upon ensuring rightful relations with fellow humans and our immediate 
community. Religions and religious beliefs and practices therefore have a 
material dimension that results in a high level of relevance to ‘day-to-day’ 
living. (Clarke, 2013, p.1). 
As Clarke (2013, p.1) notes, most people create relationships with others and society based 
on ‘religious teachings that contain precepts on how to live a righteous life’, hence ‘[r]eligion 
is an important aspect of culture and lived experience’, as mentioned before, mostly for 




contends that religious persons’ ‘judgements are based on religious teachings that contain 
precepts on how to live a righteous life, including how to respond to those who are materially 
poor.’  
As Clarke (2013, p.9) further explains, ‘each religion provides very firm teaching around 
behaviour of and towards the poor’. Religions such as Islam, Hinduism and Christianity, 
although in different ways, place a significant emphasis on the social role of religion to care 
for the less fortunate in the community. For example, Muslims place care for the poor and 
less privileged at the heart of their religious practice (Tomalin, 2013, pp.93-120). According 
to Shari’ah law, charity (zakat) is one of the five pillars of Islam among which others are 
ritual purification (wudu), prayers (salah), fasts (sawm), and pilgrimage to Makkah (hajj) 
(Tomalin, 2013, p.89). Katherine Marshall (2011, p.viii) also asserts that, ‘… there is 
enormous common ground between the worlds of development and religion’, where religions 
are the founding institutions of charity, humanitarian practices, human rights, knowledge, 
education, health practices and caring for the needy.  
Katherine Channell (2000, pp.485-486) observes that volunteerism is a type of charity work 
encouraged by religious values and utilised by religious leaders and religious institutions in 
volunteer-based programs for social benefit. Examples can be found in Mata Amritananda 
Mayi of Kerala's spiritual movement in India, which uses volunteerism as a basis for 
‘spreading love and peace’ across the world (Marshall, 2013, p.105); the Bochasanwasi Shri 
Akshar Purushotam Swaminarayan Sanstha (BAPS), a global Hindu organisation, founded in 
1907, which is engaged in active disaster relief and environmental action and which works 
with 55,000 volunteers (Marshall, 2013, p.100); and the Roman Catholic Focolare Movement 
(focolare meaning warmth in Italian), whose members devote their lives to service, especially 
to the poor, the sick, and the destitute’ (Marshall 2013, p.113).  
Channell (2000, p.485) stressed religions’ ‘internal capacity for mobilization, evident in this 
commitment to volunteerism. Severine Deneulin and Masooda Bano (2009, p.15) and Gary 
Gardner (2002, pp.15-16) also noted that religions thus provide a unique opportunity to 
mobilize resources for promoting developmental outcomes, such as poverty reduction and 
improved health and education. As both Clarke (2011, p.1) and Gardner (2002, p.16) 
demonstrate, religions, can thereby engage a large adherents’ base, as large as eighty to 
ninety percent of the world population, in development activities. Since religions can also 




to follow a course they uphold to be ‘correct’ or ‘worthwhile’ (Gardner, 2002, pp.15-16). As 
Gardner (2002, p.16) further elaborated, religious communities are usually geographically 
concentrated and this ‘increases their ability to make mass appeals and to coordinate action’. 
A large proportion of religious institutions, although not all, own capital wealth such as 
estates and buildings as well as financial resources (Gardner, 2002, p.18), which can also be 
mobilised to assist those in need. Applied at the community level, all of these resources can 
be used to build community capacity and cohesion (Tomalin, 2013, p.81) and social capital 
(Gardner, 2002, p.19).  
Tomalin (2013, p.34) argues that Faith-based Organisations (FBOs) and social movements 
with a religious base have a significant capacity for bottom-up mobilisation as ‘they are 
closer to the grassroots’. They are also viewed as being ‘more efficient and less likely to 
squander financial resources’ and are ‘more likely to be trusted’ (Tomalin, 2013, p.34). 
Clarke (2013, pp. 572-573) similarly notes that that FBOs have ‘a high level of community 
trust’, ‘have good national and international organizational networks’, and, ‘unlike secular 
NGOs, they are also said to have a ‘natural’ constituency at the local level’.  
At the micro and meso level, religious values of compassionate action, selfless giving and 
volunteerism, therefore, contrast with the capitalist values of individualism, competition and 
self-centred profit making. These values, as demonstrated above, can be used by religious or 
secular organisations and movements to reduce or eradicate socio-economic vulnerabilities of 
marginalised communities through grassroots mobilisation. Religious values speak a 
language closer to the grassroots, making it easier to strengthen collective identities and 
social cohesion through more human-centred development and risk governance. Religious 
philosophy, as will be examined below in the sections on spirituality and development and 
partnerships for development and risk governance, could similarly provide structures of risk 
governance at the macro level through proposing alternative forms of economic, political and 
governance institutions.  
 
Spirituality and Development 
Tomalin (2013, p.34) stresses that FBOs and religious social movements pay attention to the 
spiritual and affective dimensions of people’s lives, which are important to broader or holistic 
understandings of development. Tomalin (2013, pp.108-110) further explains how key 




teachings), created an alternative perspective to the Western-centric paradigms of 
development. Tagore’s and Gandhi’s ideal of Hindu economics based on dharma stood in 
contrast with the mechanical understanding of development and happiness promoted by 
Western paradigms of economics and development. Tomalin (2013, p.100) also argues that 
until recently, the dominant Western understanding guiding development was that humans 
are essentially economic beings who live to maximise profit and engage in conspicuous 
consumption. However, Tagore and Gandhi (quoted in Tomalin, 2013, p.100) held that the 
‘material dimensions of life are secondary and inferior to the spiritual.’  
Similar narratives can also be found in Christianity (Tomalin, 2013; Balasuriya, 2002). As 
Pope Paul VI stated in 1967, ‘…[t]he development We speak here cannot be restricted to 
economic growth alone. To be authentic, it must be well rounded; it must foster the 
development of each man …’ (Tomalin, 2013, p.116). Pope John Paul II also argued in 1987 
that: 
…Development which is merely economic is incapable of setting man [sic] free, 
on the contrary, it will end by enslaving him [sic] further. Development that 
does not include the cultural, transcendent and religious dimensions of man [sic] 
and society, to the extent that it does not recognize the existence of such 
dimensions and does not endeavor to direct its goals and priorities toward the 
same, is even less conducive to authentic liberation. 
 (Tomalin, 2013, p.116).  
In this way, Christianity treats development as a process that takes the human closer to God 
and through which spiritual development plays a centre role (Deneulin, 2013, p.58; 
Balasuriya, 2002). As Severine Deneulin (2013, p.58) further elaborates, ‘[t]he pursuit of 
social and economic well-being is essential to human development, but not sufficient…For 
Christians, the spiritual and material dimensions of life are inseparable.’ Poverty, injustice 
and structures that exacerbate poverty occur as a result of the ‘moral poverty of some’ who 
fail to love God and ‘live in solidarity with fellow human beings’ (Deneulin, 2013, p.61). 
This emphasises the ‘interconnectedness of human action’ where ‘what some people do has a 
considerable effect on the lives of others’, both on the systematic existence of social and 
ecological spheres (Deneulin, 2013, p.63).  
Liberation theology, a tradition derived from Christianity which began in the 1960s in Latin 




notably stood up against poverty and the injustices of capitalist and socialist economic 
systems over the past century (Clarke, 2011, pp.131-132). For liberation theologists such as 
Gustavo Gutierrez, oppressive structures and exploitation in the form of slavery, or derived 
from inequalities in race and social class were all sinful. Within this context, the essence of 
Christian teaching on development is that, to quote from Deneulin (2013, p.63): 
Economic, social, political or technological means are not sufficient [to] 
promote development. Development cannot be reduced to a man-made 
enterprise. It is also a journey of conversion, of coming back to God, for there 
is a causal relationship between sin and injustice. Working at providing the 
conditions in which each human being can live in dignity, at guaranteeing the 
respect of human rights, is a moral task. A vision of development that ignores 
the transcendental dimension of life, risks being dehumanizing. (Deneulin, 
2013, p.63). 
Quoting Ralf Kroessin (2008, p.47), Tomalin (2013, p.94) similarly demonstrates that in 
Islam human needs are ‘‘…not exclusively material and cannot be captured in monetary 
terms alone – the Islamic understanding of poverty transcends the physical world, with its 
emphasis on spiritual well-being’’. As Tomalin (2013, p.97) writes, within the Western 
capitalist mode of development and globalisation, there are Muslims who believe that ‘there 
was a better way for Muslims to live than according to western norms…’, leading to the 
creation of Islamic economics. Tomalin (2013, p.98) explains that the ‘purpose of economic 
policy within Islamic contexts is not to stimulate economic growth for its own sake but 
instead to seek to rebalance economic inequalities through redistributive strategies such as 
zakat and also through preventing individuals from accumulating massive wealth via interest, 
in compliance with Shari’ah law’. Examples of these are the Organization of Islamic 
Cooperation (OIC) and the Islamic Development Bank (IDM) (Tomalin, 2013, p.85).  
Buddhist philosophy also puts craving (Pali: tanha, Sanskrit: trishna) as a central cause of all 
forms of suffering. Therefore, Buddhist teaching advocates a spiritual path that renounces all 
craving to achieve Enlightenment or nirvana, a state in which the human mind is free of the 
defilements created by all forms of attachment. Where there is no attachment and craving, the 
circle of life (Skt: samsara) ends and rebirth ceases (Clarke, 2011, pp.54-57; Tomalin, 2013, 
pp.31-32). As Clarke (2011, p.70) demonstrates, the Buddhist idea of the Middle Way or the 




nor luxurious (Clarke, 2011, p.70). Translated into development, just as enlightenment cannot 
be found in either of the extremes of austerity or luxury, neither can development can be 
found in extreme poverty or extreme luxury (Clarke, 2011, p.70). The material status of 
humans should only reflect the satisfaction of basic needs required to sustain the spiritual 
journey (Clarke, 2011, pp.70-71). Moreover, as Tomalin and Starkey (2013, pp.35-36) note, 
engaged Buddhism represents a form of Buddhism that relates to the social question of 
progress as opposed to an emphasis on mere personal spiritual development. Engaged 
Buddhism translates the concepts of loving kindness (Pali: metta) and compassion to 
encourage paradigms of development that holistically include the social and ecological 
worlds of existence (Tomalin and Starkey, 2013, p.36).  
Spirituality and religion are often interlinked in development discourses, as demonstrated in 
the examples above.  Spirituality, as Marshall (2017, p.58) describes, ‘can suggest the 
essence of religious belief and practice. Alternatively it may refer to something distinct and 
apart from, and contrasted with, organized religion’. Quoting from the Oxford dictionary, 
Marshall (2017, p.58) further notes that ‘[t]he Oxford dictionary gives two definitions: 
'related to religion or religious belief '; and 'relating to or affecting the human spirit or soul as 
opposed to material or physical things'’. As Ammerman’s (2013) research has demonstrated, 
spirituality exists both within and outside of religious institutions.   
According to Jeremy Carrette and Richard King (2005, p.1), as traditional institutions of 
religion are weakening in modernity, individuals are seeking spirituality to achieve a sense of 
wholeness and for inner transformation. Therefore, for them, spirituality is the aspect that is 
derived from traditional religion that becomes applicable in finding solace amongst the social 
conditions of the modern world. They further argue that in modern living, spirituality has 
become a sought-after commodity to remedy the problems of individualism and the decline 
of the traditional sense of community. They state that:  
There has been an explosion of interest and popular literature on mind, body 
and spirit and 'personal development'. We now see the introduction of modes of 
'spirituality' into educational curricula, bereavement and addiction counselling, 
psychotherapy and nursing. Spirituality as a cultural trope has also been 
appropriated by corporate bodies and management consultants to promote 
efficiency, extend markets and maintain a leading edge in a fast-moving 




Carrette and King (2005, p.5) argued that capitalist spirituality is the ‘individualist and 
corporatist monopoly of the term spirituality and the cultural space that this demarcates at the 
beginning of the twenty-first century for the promotion of values of consumerism and 
corporate capitalism’. As Tuomas Martikainen and François Gauthier (2016) and François 
Gauthier and Tuomas Martikainen (2016) also argue, capitalism, neoliberalism and 
globalisation have had similar effects on religion in contemporary societies. Capitalist 
spirituality comes in the form of spirituality as business, or through the commodification of 
religion, and does not prove to have a transformative effect on the individual or community 
or individual behaviour patterns (Carrette and King, 2005, p.1, 15-17). 
While opposing capitalist spirituality, Carrette and King (2005, p.5) did not argue for an 
‘authentic’ or ‘true’ spirituality in the historical or purely religious sense, instead they stress 
the usefulness of a socially engaged spirituality for the problems of modernity which can 
have ‘socially transformative dimensions’ (Carrette and King, 2005, p.5). Carrette and King 
(2005, pp.17-18) argue that the socially engaged dimension of spirituality also arises in 
relation to capitalist values, but with the motive of contesting them. Carrette and King (2005, 
p.18) termed these ‘revolutionary or anti-capitalist spiritualities’. As they further explained: 
[S]uch movements reject the capitalist ideology of neoliberalism (life 
determined by market forces alone) and the pursuit of profit as a goal that can 
be combined with a recognition of a spiritual, religious or ethical dimension to 
life (Carrette and King, 2005, p.18). 
Carrette and King (2005, p.18) listed many examples of socially engaged spirituality such as 
‘the social critiques of the early Israelite prophets, the Christian Social Gospel movement, 
Islamic notions of a just economy and universal brotherhood, Buddhist notions of enlightened 
re-engagement with the world for the sake of alleviating the suffering of others, the radical 
egalitarian strands of bhakti and Sufi movements in India’. Other examples are ‘the various 
philosophies and theologies of liberation among subaltern groups across the ‘Two-Thirds 
World’, socially engaged Buddhism, [and] the deep ecology movement’ (Carrette and King 
2005, p.18), some of which are explored above.  
The developmental activities of the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement in Sri Lanka, as will 
be further explored in Chapters Five to Ten, are also based on Gandhian and Buddhist 
spiritual principles, advocating a Middle Way approach by satisfying ten basic needs of 




facilities, access to energy sources, education, and cultural and spiritual satisfaction’ 
(Marshall, 2013, p.105) while simultaneously working on Consciousness, Economic and 
Political Spheres. Another key aspect of Sarvodaya’s mission is to promote positive 
interreligious relations, which has a significant contemporary relevance given tensions that 
exist in Sri Lanka across faith lines. 
 
Interfaith Initiatives and Multi-actor Partnerships for Development and 
Risk Governance 
Marshall (2017) and Halafoff (2013) have examined how faith-based and interfaith 
movements and initiatives have responded to social and environmental risks in the Global 
South and North. Drawing on Beck (1999), Halafoff (2013, p.3) argues that the multifaith 
movement employed critical reflexivity to challenge modern assumptions of continuous 
progress, logic and certainty. As Halafoff (2013, p.13) explains: 
The multifaith movement shared much in common with the social movements 
of this period and contributed to the creation of new collaborative mazeways 
that non-violently and collectively effected social change and began to build 
genuinely peaceful and inclusive societies. In addition, the multifaith movement 
created a new framework in which religious diversity was no longer viewed as 
problematic but rather as a resource that could be drawn upon to confront global 
risks such as poverty, nuclear war and environmental degradation, and to 
advance common security, both locally and globally… 
 
Halafoff (2013) also stresses the importance of ‘multi-actor peacebuilding networks’, in 
which religious actors partnered with states and other NGOs and IGOs on issues of common 
security, recognising the interdependent nature of risks and their solutions. She called this 
framework ‘Netpeace’. Marshall (2017) too highlights the importance of interfaith 
organisations in contemporary risk governance. She notes that interfaith organisations take 
many forms including transnational and global, governmental and intergovernmental, as well 
as local/religious institutions and initiatives. Interfaith education can also take place in 
communities, schools and universities (Marshall, 2017, pp. 42-44). The most significant 
contemporary interfaith response, as Marshall (2017, p.6) notes, concerns countering 




Marshall (2017, p.49) writes, interfaith engagement has been particularly successful in 
response to crises arising out of man-made and natural disasters. Given the potential ability of 
religious actors and organisations to contribute positively to development and to address 
risks, major development organisations — such as the United Nations — are increasingly 
partnering with FBOs and NGOs who are religiously or spiritually oriented, and with 
interfaith organisations so as to work towards achieving development goals (Marshall, 2011, 
p.ix).  
As demonstrated in the sections above under spirituality, development, partnerships for 
development and risk governance, religious values have the capacity to establish alternative 
and more justifiable economic, political and governance institutions which can address 
various contemporary risks and thereby contribute to risk governance at the macro level.  
 
Lived Religion and Spirituality  
While it has been demonstrated that religions can play a constructive role in governance at 
micro, meso and macro levels, religion is also known as an ambivalent phenomenon that can 
produce cultures of direct and structural violence as well as peace (Appleby, 2000), 
especially with regard to religious exclusivity, authority, evangelisation, and gender and 
sexuality discrimination (Halafoff and Conley-Tyler, 2005). As a result, tensions still exist 
between non-religious NGOs and IGOs who are concerned that religions and FBOs may 
obstruct the sustainable development goals and therefore secular organisations may have a 
hesitancy to partner with them (Halafoff and Conley-Tyler, 2005; Clarke ed., 2013). There is 
also a tendency in literature on religion and development to interpret religions through a 
somewhat outdated 'world religions paradigm', that often ignores the diversity within 
religions and that no longer matches the lived experiences of contemporary religious, 
spiritual and non-religious persons (Tomalin, 2013, pp. 85-86).  
Tomalin’s (2013, p.51) position is that the term 'religions' (original emphasis), instead of 
religion, should be used to ‘draw the emphasis away from the assumption that there is a 
universal and ahistorical thing called religion…’ as it is impossible to generalise various 





The most obvious way to find out about the attitudes held within different 
religions about key development concerns might seem to be consulting religious 
leaders, who propound the formal teachings of the tradition, or going first-hand 
to the actual religious texts or theological treatises produced within different 
religions. However, this would result in rather a narrow set of views that might 
not be a true reflection of what people actually believe in and practise. (Tomalin, 
2013, p.86). 
Quoting James Beckford (2003, pp.27-28), Tomalin (2013, p.86) adds that, ‘‘…the study of 
religious organisations runs the risk of implying that all participants in these organisations 
think, feel and act alike.’ She argues that: ‘In contrast, therefore, to official or organized 
religion (i.e. that reflected in the ‘world religions’), we must also consider what has been 
called ‘lived religion’ or ‘popular religion’ in order to get closer to what people actually do 
and believe in’ (Tomalin, 2013, p.86).  
As Ammerman’s (2007b, p.6) theory of 'everyday religion' demonstrated, religion is 
interwoven in people’s lives in many complex ways and 'religious social reality' extends 
beyond eternal truths, theological ideas and religious institutions (Ammerman, 2007b, p.6). 
Ammerman (2007b) argued that in contemporary societies religion and spirituality are not 
merely the performance of traditional religion through formal institutionalised religious 
practices or the functioning of formal religious organisations. Instead, individuals make 
choices in their daily lives which reflect the way they experience religion outside organised 
religious events and institutions.  
Brooke Schedneck (2015, p.130) also describes how in the contemporary 'spiritual 
marketplace' where ‘people choose which practices and beliefs are best for them at various 
moments of their lives’, modern-day people overcome the need to adhere to a single 
dominant tradition and demonstrate independent choices without following hierarchies of 
religious authority. As Schedneck (2015, p.130) further writes: 
The most important aspect of this individual and contextual religiosity is the 
primacy of one’s personal experience. Within any religious experience, feeling 
and intuition come to be the primary ways to gain knowledge.  
According to Schedneck (2015, p.12), ‘commodifying the sacred does not necessarily lead to 




relationship with the market and leads to new social spaces’, and that re-enchantment takes 
place through commodification.  
McGuire’s (2008, pp.12-17) theory of 'lived religion' similarly distinguished institutionally 
defined religious practices from the 'actual' ways that individuals live their religious beliefs. 
These practices evade the ‘standard package of beliefs and practices’ that institutionalised 
religions dictate (McGuire, 2008, p.17), and are often not captured by standard 
methodologies designed to understand individuals’ religiosity (McGuire, 2008, p.17). 
McGuire (2008, p.13) observed that individuals act out their religious beliefs in various ways 
in their daily life in 'embodied practices' such as in performing tasks, walking, sitting, in 
speech, in conversations and in gestures.   
McGuire (2008, p.13) argued that ideally, embodied practices can be modelled to reach 
objective outcomes of significant importance to the community or to the world. Referring to 
the Vietnamese monk Thich Nhat Hanh, McGuire (2008, p.13) elaborated on this as follows: 
For example, in his influential collection of talks, Being Peace, Vietnamese 
monk Thich Nhat Hanh encourages his (North American) audience to engage 
in simple, repetitive practice of breathing and smiling. He asserts that this 
practice can literally accomplish the kind of inner awareness and mindful being 
that produces peace – not merely subjective or personal peace, but indeed the 
kind of objectively effective peace that can end wars and other social violence. 
(McGuire, 2008, p.13). 
As McGuire (2008, p.13) also noted, ‘… such embodied practices can effectively link the 
material aspects of people’s lives with the spiritual’. She also stressed that people’s lived 
experiences and expressions of religion and spirituality are complex, diverse, changeable, 
contradictory and ‘‘fundamentally social’’ (McGuire, 2008, p.12). 
James Spickard (2017) takes a similar stand and argues that contemporary sociologists of 
religion should redefine the discipline and the ways in which they examine religion to include 
alternative perspectives. Spickard (2017), critiquing the western European domination of 
knowledge, particularly (2017, p.251) upholds the importance of analysing social phenomena 






Secularity, Religion and Governance 
A further recent trend that needs to be considered when investigating the role of religion, and 
spirituality in development and risk governance is the fact that many countries in the Global 
North and South are becoming increasingly secular and, in some cases, non-religious. 
However, scholarship on secularisation is mostly based on generalisations made about 
Western societies and Western notions of religion and spirituality. 
In the Western contexts that Charles Taylor (2007) examined, secularisation basically meant 
a radical transformation of Western thought from the centrality of God in every aspect of life 
to a freeing of the public sphere from the presence of God (Taylor, 2007, p.25). According to 
Peter Berger (1999, p. 3), simply put, secularisation meant ‘the decline of religion, both in 
society and in the minds of individuals’. As Taylor (2011, p.41) argues, ‘the essential features 
of secularism are of course the separation of church and state and mutual autonomy of 
governing and religious institutions, and the neutrality of the public institutions’. 
Consequently, in many contemporary societies religion has largely been pushed to its own 
sphere (private) where the state, the economy, politics and culture have been emancipated 
from religion.  Further, educational and professional sectors have also been liberated from the 
authority of religion (Taylor, 2007, p.2). In Taylor’s (2007, pp.2-3) view, secularisation also 
entailed ‘the falling off of religious belief and practices’, such as individuals no longer 
expressing belief in God and reduced church attendance. Jose Casanova (1994, pp.211-217) 
also saw secularisation along three dimensions: 1) the differentiation of public spheres from 
religious institutions and norms, 2) pushing religion into a private sphere and 3) a decline in 
religious beliefs and practices. 
According to Jurgen Habermas (2008), hard secularisation, which he defined as a steady and 
certain decline in religion in the public sphere, was seen as inevitable for three main reasons. 
Firstly, scientific and technological breakthroughs arising from modernity were expected to 
overwrite the validity and authority of 'theocentric and metaphysical worldviews'. Secondly, 
the functional differentiation of the church and the state would lead to the creation of new 
secular institutions that took over the functions of 'law, politics, public welfare, education and 
science'. Thirdly, as society advanced social risks were expected to decline giving individuals 
more control of their lives and futures. This was expected to reduce uncertainty and 




However, theories of secularisation have been hotly debated at the turn of the 21st century. 
Adrian Pabst (2011, p. 157) observes that ‘[w]hile modernity is predominantly secular, it 
seems that postmodernity (or late modernity) has a significant religious dimension’. 
Habermas (2008) termed this the post-secular society for two main reasons, namely that 
religion still has influence and relevance in the public sphere and that modernisation did not 
make religion disappear.  
These theories of secularisation have been hotly debated at the turn of the 21st century. 
Adrian Pabst (2011, p. 157) observes that ‘[w]hile modernity is predominantly secular, it 
seems that postmodernity (or late modernity) has a significant religious dimension’. 
Habermas (2008) termed this the post-secular society for two main reasons, namely that 
religion still has influence and relevance in the public sphere and that processes of 
modernisation did not make religion disappear.  
Casanova (1994, p.3, 212) cited four major events that took place in the 1980s that led to the 
re-emergence of religion in the public sphere. These were ‘(t)he Islamic revolution in Iran; 
the rise of the Solidarity movement in Poland; the role of Catholicism in the Sandinista 
revolution and in other political conflicts throughout Latin America; and the public re-
emergence of Protestant fundamentalism as a force in American politics’. Habermas (2008) 
later argued that the emergence of the post-secular society in regions such as Europe, the 
U.S., New Zealand, Australia and Canada could be explained as arising from three main 
reasons: the presence of religiously motivated fundamentalist movements; controversies such 
as abortion, voluntary euthanasia, bioethical issues, animal rights and climate change that 
have created space for religious intervention to give moral interpretations on what is right and 
wrong; and the worldwide movement and settlement of culturally and religiously diverse 
peoples (Habermas, 2008). 
While some argue that the resurgence of religion is a positive development, others hold that it 
is a strain on progress and 'enlightenment'. As Berger (1999, p.3, pp.6-7) explained, a 
majority who live in modernity, especially 'enlightenment thinkers' and 'progressive-minded 
people' (Berger, 1999, p.3) view secularism and its effect on pushing religion away from the 
public sphere as a necessity. The main argument is that ‘secularization is a good thing, at 
least insofar as it does away with religious phenomena that are 'backward', 'superstitious', or 
'reactionary' (Berger, 1999, p.3). New Atheism is an example of this view (for example 




Scholarly discussions about secularisation, the resurgence of religion in the public sphere and 
the post-secular society are mostly concerned with Western societies and draw generalised 
conclusions based on Western notions of religion, spirituality, secularisation and post-
secularisation. Scholars such as Asad and Abeysekara contest these Western scholarly 
attempts to define and theorise religion, especially in non-Christian contexts. As Abeysekara 
(2011, p.259) argues: 
… the decision to define and theorize what is called religion turns religious 
practice/ life into a symbol/metaphor, producing what Nietzsche and Heidegger 
call "distortion" or "covering up" or "burying alive" (Entstellung and 
Verstellung, respectively) of such life…Thinking this impossibility [the 
impossibility to define and theorize religion] affirms the impossibility of the 
separation and translation of religious disciplinary practice from what 
constitutes it, that is, life/living/existence itself. 
Asad (1999) and Abeysekara (2008), argue that the Western attempt to define religion and 
push for secularisation has led to a general exclusion and 'Othering' of non-Christian faith 
groups. The Othering also extends to a Western labelling of what other religions represent, 
i.e. Islam represents terrorism/violence/fundamentalism (Abeysekara, 2008, pp. 37-47) and 
Buddhism represents non-violence.  As Abeysekara (2008, pp.37-47) demonstrated, the 9/11 
attack in New York made the West and Christianity reassert their secularity and peacefulness. 
Their insistence that tolerance towards other religious groups was a value of secularism also 
furthered the practice of Othering. Tolerance was communicated mostly as an act of 
generosity towards the Other and it did not signify a real understanding of how religion and 
culture is practised by groups other than Western Christians: 
… the route of seeking to understand minority “Others” usually takes us back 
to the temporary refuge of tolerance. The problem with the idea of 
understanding a minority religion is obviously that it revolves around the messy 
business of sorting through empiricist-historicist questions of which embodied 
concepts, ideas, practices, and debates constitute the proper identity of that 
religion. If the task of understanding such minority religions can produce any 
tolerance, that tolerance cannot be anything but an act of personal or collective 
generosity that someone or some group might extend toward others different 




Such essentialising discourses can both obscure the importance of lived religion to religious 
individuals and groups and also lead to simplistic generalisations such as the proposition that 
religion is more important to people in the Global South than the North. This results in 
distorting the reality of internal differences and renders non-Western secular movements 
invisible. Sri Lanka’s complex history pertaining to religion will be examined in the 
following chapter so as to further explore these assertions.   
 
Conclusion 
Most mainstream development and governance paradigms since colonial times perceived 
religion and culture as backward social institutions. Broady speaking, the Western notions of 
secularisation, modernity and neoliberalism held scientific rationality, technological 
development and market mechanisms as the paths to development. While not denying these 
claims, but still contesting them, this chapter examined the relevance of religion and 
spirituality in the design of alternative, holistic risk governance frameworks for sustainable 
development, especially for countries in the Global South. 
At a micro-level, or at the level of individuals and community relations, religious values of 
love, compassion, spirituality and interconnectedness can be used to create solidarity, social 
capital, cohesion and resilience. Actions based on these values can reduce the vulnerabilities 
of risk affected communities. Religiously inspired behaviours of charity and volunteerism can 
be transformed into actions against poverty and the caring for the less privileged at the meso 
or community level. At the level of institutions (macro), the promotion of these values can 
create social movements such as FBOs and NGOs that lobby for structural changes that are 
equitable and just and act to counter the risks of poverty and ecological crises.  
At the same time scholars in the Global South argue that religions’ functions cannot be 
essentialised or labelled based on the incidences that capture the attention of the West. 
Rather, religion is interwoven into the lives of these peoples in complex ways and the role 
that religions play in their social, political, economic and environmental interactions depends 
on various other contextual parameters. This aligns with contemporary scholarship on lived 
and everyday religion and spirituality, and their embodied practices. This also needs to be 
considered in alternative, holistic models of development, alongside contemporary debates 
regarding secularisation and post-secular societies. Chapters Five to Ten of this thesis will 




disaster reconstruction in light of these theoretical perspectives. In the following chapters I 
will demonstrate the ways in which Sarvodaya incorporated religion and spirituality into their 
framework of development situating this within Sarvodaya’s understanding of secularisation 
and religion in the public sphere. Then in the concluding chapter of this thesis, I will present 
my theory of holistic development, building upon Sarvodaya’s concept of development, and 
the discussion presented in this chapter on culture, religion, spirituality and secularisation in 





Chapter Four – Research Design and Methodology 
Introduction 
As argued in previous chapters, the continuous risks produced by the northern frameworks of 
development have necessitated research into alternative paradigms arising from the Global 
South. My study set out to examine the culture and spirituality-based development 
framework of the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement, primarily investigating its strengths and 
limitations and its applicability in and beyond contemporary Sri Lanka.  
In order to achieve these outcomes, I employed a qualitative methodology in this PhD 
research project. According to Darryl Humble and Matt Smith (2007, p.18) studying 
alternative, bottom-up development methods requires a qualitative methodology that would 
help challenge the 'boundaries both of development theory and development practice' by 
enabling the researcher to contest preconceived assumptions and measures of an indicator-
based, top-down modernisation method of development. Smith (2007, p.1, 2) also noted that 
a qualitative approach to development research improves the researcher’s 'capacity to engage 
with the meaning(s) of development' that constantly vary based on different contexts, groups, 
as well as purposes. Further, Oliver Bakewell (2007, 217) argued that the depth and the 
richness of data gained through a qualitative methodology is more useful for development 
actors than quantitative data 'as they [development organisations] strive to reflect critically on 
both their own practice and the work of others'.  
As Humble and Smith (2007, p.14) asserted, a qualitative methodology is crucial to acquire 
the organisational reflexivity that is required in development research. This is also true in 
relation to my research conducted on the Sarvodaya Movement. The General Secretary of 
Sarvodaya stated that the findings of my research are important to Sarvodaya in order to 
understand the strengths and limitations of their development practices, and to determine the 
future directions of their organisation, 'in the era of information technology, climate change 
and in a period in which everyone is in transition' (V. Ariyaratne, 2015) as they are based on 
the opinions of Sarvodaya’s beneficiaries. 
Thus, after presenting my research questions, in this chapter I discuss the qualitative 
methodology of my research. I also provide a detailed account of my data collection and 
analysis techniques, the research sample and the recruitment of participants. Moreover, and 




qualitative research and reflect upon the research experiences of the researcher as well as of 
'those being researched'. It is also vital to consider how the participants engaged with the 
research and the potential impact the research could have on them. Therefore, in the latter 
part of this chapter, I also provide an account of my reflections on the interview experience, 
followed by a section on the limitations and directions of future research.   
 
Research Questions 
I devised the research questions for this study based on the historical and contemporary 
practices of development conducted by the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement, which at the 
time of fieldwork in mid-2015 to mid-2016, was in its fifty-eighth year. Interdisciplinary 
knowledge in colonial, modern, neoliberal, and post-colonial models of development, risk 
governance, religion and development, and sociology of religion literature and theory, 
presented in the preceding chapters, also informed the formulation of these research 
questions: 
1. How has the Sarvodaya movement’s culture-based framework of development 
evolved from its foundation in 1958 to 2016? 
2. How did the Sarvodaya movement apply its current framework of holistic, 
sustainable development and risk governance in its response to the 2004 tsunami?  
3. How can the Sarvodaya movement’s framework and practices of holistic 
development inform contemporary sustainable development strategies?  
4. What insights can the Sarvodaya movement’s approach to holistic, sustainable 
development impart on the changing place of religion and spirituality in and 
beyond contemporary Sri Lanka?  
 
Qualitative Methodology 
According to Steven Taylor, Robert Bogdan and Marjorie DeVault’s (2016, p.17), qualitative 
methodology 'in the broadest sense', refers to the practice of research that can produce 
descriptive data and which can generate an in-depth understanding of the actions, reactions 
and experiences of various social actors and groups. Another important dimension in 
investigating the research questions of this study is examining and acquiring an in-depth 
understanding of the actions, reactions and experiences of various social actors and groups. 




villagers, the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement and government officials with whom they 
partnered on post-tsunami reconstruction development initiatives.  
Qualitative methodology can not only generate rich descriptions and in-depth information 
and experiences and practices of these social actors (Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault, 2016, 
p.19), but also provides a method to challenge the perspectives of the powerful actors by 
giving a voice to the grassroots through its bottom-up approach (Taylor, Bogdan and 
DeVault, 2016, p.20; Humble and Smith, 2007, p.18). This is vital in this context given the 
long history of marginalisation experienced by Sri Lankan rural communities as a result of 
past processes of colonialism and recent modern development strategies imported from the 
Global North.  
This research project seeks to provide a deeper understanding of socio-political and economic 
conditions of the villagers in three Sarvodaya post-tsunami reconstruction communities, 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, and their partnerships with Sarvodaya, 
governments and donors who have provided them with assistance throughout this process. It 
also seeks to examine the power relations between them and the effectiveness of Sarvodaya’s 
model of holistic development applied in these communities.    
As Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault (2016, pp. 17-18) state, a qualitative methodology is 
conducive towards such inductive research as it develops concepts and insights based on 
empirically collected patterns of data. Further, a qualitative methodology also considers the 
actors, the situations, experiences, feeling, actions and reactions holistically rather than as 
differential sets of variables (Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault, 2016, p.18), therefore it is an 
appropriate methodological approach to examine Sarvodaya’s holistic, culture and 
spirituality-based paradigm of development and risk governance.  
 
Qualitative Interview Methods 
Interviewing is a method used in qualitative research in order to acquire rich descriptive data 
of everyday lives and practices of the participants (Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault, 2016, p.18). 
Qualitative interviewing aims at generating a 'normal conversation' rather than a 'formal 
question-and answer exchange' (Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault, 2016, p.18), giving space and 
voice to participants to express themselves verbally with the assumption that they can 
produce 'essential and specific knowledge' about their own 'social world' (Liamputtong, 2009, 




feelings of the participants through their own words, a process of 'meaning-making' that 
occurs through a 'partnership between the researcher and the participant' (Liamputtong, 2009, 
p.43). Interviewing thus allows the flexibility that is needed in collecting qualitative data 
where the interview questions and probes can evolve from what the researcher learns in the 
field (Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault, 2016, p.18). In-depth semi-structured interviewing is a 
technique that is derived from these benefits and techniques of interviewing where the 
researcher may spend several hours in a loosely structured but a focused in-depth 
conversation with the participant about their experiences, perspectives and feelings about a 
given scenario. Good rapport, as Gary Bouma and Susan Carland (2016, p.175) explain, is an 
important aspect of in-depth interviewing, where the 'mutual sense of comfort' that the 
researcher and the participants feel can yield better outcomes from the interview. 
Thus, I adopted the technique of in-depth semi-structured interviewing in my research project 
to provide the data I needed to investigate my research questions. I prepared five sets of 
interview questions, for the Sarvodaya Movement’s General Secretary, the Founder of the 
Sarvodaya Movement, Sarvodaya village leaders, the villagers, and the government officials 
(Please see Appendix 1). Interview questions, in each case, were created following Pranee 
Liamputtong’s (2009, pp.47-48) guidelines of questioning structure, which starts with 
introductory opening questions and flows through follow-up questions, specifying questions, 
and probing questions. For instance, I started conversations with my participants by giving an 
introduction to myself and then asking them, ‘Can you tell me a bit about yourself, who you 
are, what you do and how many members are there in your family?’ Depending on their 
answers to this question, I followed up on the important aspects of their descriptions about 
themselves and their daily lifestyles and the issues they encountered in day-to-day living. I 
asked more specifying, precise questions when transitioning from one theme of discussion to 
another, for instance, ‘Please tell me your experiences of resettling here in this village, what 
has it felt like?’ I then asked probing questions when I needed an elaboration of an important 
point that was briefly mentioned by the participant, for instance, ‘You said you had 
discussions on improving water supply to your village. Can you please tell me more about 
this? Who did you have discussions with, what did you talk about in these meetings and what 
were the outcomes?’  
Further, I also followed a clear sequence of conducting an in-depth interview, as suggested by 
Liamputtong (2009, pp.52-53). Before starting the interview, I gave an overall introduction to 




estimated time of the interview. Towards the end of the interview I indicated that I had only 
one or two more questions to ask and upon ending the interview, I told the participant, ‘That 
is pretty much it, but do you have something else to add? Anything that I missed?’ As 
Liamputtong (2009, p.53) stated, this allows the participants to feel the importance of their 
perspectives as well as opening up the space to add anything else that they think may be 
important to the conversation. Further, the opportunity provided to the participants to add 
things after the interview also gave them the freedom to comment on the interview process. 
Most of the participants responded along the lines of, ‘It was a quite comprehensive set of 
questions, really. You asked everything. I can’t think of anything else to add’, while a few 
participants added some additional important information after the end of my questions, for 
instance, ‘You know what, I earn a lot from my paddy farming, so I have my own vision for 
this village, to turn it into a farming village instead of a fishing village’.  
 
The Research Focus and Research Sample 
This research project, as mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, was primarily focused 
on the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement in Sri Lanka. As will be examined in detail in 
Chapter Five, the Sarvodaya Movement can be seen as both a social movement and a non-
governmental organisation. Sarvodaya was founded in 1958 in postcolonial Sri Lanka, and 
based its rural development work on Eastern religious philosophies including Buddhism and 
Gandhi’s non-violent resistance framework of Satyagraha. Sarvodaya presently refers to their 
holistic framework of development as spiritual rather than religious, drawing on the common 
values of all major faith traditions to better represent the communities of diverse ethnicities 
and faiths that they work with. As mentioned in the introduction, Sarvodaya also wanted to 
distance itself from contemporary narratives of Buddhist nationalism. I therefore chose 
Sarvodaya as a case study in order to evaluate the effectiveness of an alternative southern 
culture-based— and in this case spirituality-based— paradigm of development in informing 
practices of sustainable development and risk governance.  
In order to analyse Sarvodaya’s framework of holistic development in contemporary times, I 
selected three villages in Sri Lanka that Sarvodaya reconstructed in the aftermath of the 2004 
tsunami in Sri Lanka in partnership with the local villagers, the Sri Lankan Government and 
international donors. The village Damniyamgama, which was situated in the Western 




villages Addapalam and Vaddavan were reconstructed in the Eastern Province of Sri Lanka 
in the districts of Ampara and Batticaloa respectively in 2007. 
I conducted forty interviews in total for this study as shown in the following table:  
Table 1: Category and the Number of Participants 
Category Number 
The Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement’s 
founder 
1 
The Sarvodaya  Shramadana Movement’s 
General Secretary 
1 
Damniyamgama villagers 10 
Addapalam villagers 10 
Vaddavan villagers 10 
Sarvodaya village leaders 3 (one from each village) 
Government officers 5 (one from each of the village’s 
jurisdictions and two government officers 
who had worked in collaboration with 
Sarvodaya in the 1970s and the 80s.  
 
 
Due to my Sri Lankan background, I was able to organise for all the interviews to be 
conducted in the original language of the community participants. In Damniyamgama I 
conducted all the interviews in Sinhala myself. In the cases of Addapalam and Vaddavan, 
where I did not speak Tamil which is the language of these communities, I used a translator 
who translated the questions that I asked in English. The interview with the Sarvodaya 
General Secretary and two government officers were conducted in English.   







Table 2: Number of Interviews Conducted in Sinhala, Tamil and English Languages 
Language Number of interviews 




Recruitment of Participants and Obtaining Ethics Clearance 
Prior to travelling to Sri Lanka for fieldwork and recruiting participants, I received ethics 
clearance for Low Risk research from the Deakin University’s Human Research Ethics 
Committee (DUHREC). Although I conducted research in two post-war districts of Ampara 
and Batticaloa, at the time of my fieldwork these were no longer high-risk zones. As I am a 
Sri Lankan national, there were no strict legal and ethical requirements for me to conduct 
research in Sri Lanka. However, I made contact with the Department of Sociology, 
University of Colombo in Sri Lanka, where I had been an undergraduate student and also a 
prior employee, to discuss my research to ensure the ethical standards of my fieldwork. In 
order to ensure my ethical standards locally, I submitted my research proposal to the Ethics 
Review Committee for Social Sciences and Humanities, Faculty of Arts, University of 
Colombo, Sri Lanka and obtained their approval as well. Waiting for two ethics reviews took 
seven months and significantly delayed my fieldwork. I conducted fieldwork for this research 
project between September 2015 and May 2016. 
In the first instance, I established connections with the Sarvodaya Movement’s General 
Secretary, Dr. Vinya Ariyaratne, via email in 2014, followed by a detailed conversation that I 
had with him over Skype about my intended research.  During this conversation V. 
Ariyaratne provided a comprehensive overview of their tsunami reconstruction villages of 
Damniyamagama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, and suggested that I focus on the development 
of these villages for my case studies. I agreed and arrived in Sri Lanka to commence 
fieldwork in 2015. V. Ariyaratne introduced me to all three Sarvodaya village leaders and 
they helped me to introduce myself to the villagers in these three communities. I then 
recruited ten participants in each village in the process of conducting fieldwork, through a 
snowball effect by asking them if they knew other participants who would be interested in my 
research. There were also instances where the Sarvodaya village leaders assisted me by 




Vaddavan I had interviewed four villagers from pre-tsunami West Vaddavan. I also needed to 
speak with villagers from the pre-tsunami East Vaddavan community, given the two villages 
had been combined during the reconstruction process, as will be explained in detail in 
subsequent chapters. The Sarvodaya Vaddavan leader then directed me to some of the pre-
tsunami East Vaddavan families. Similarly in Addapalam, I needed the Addapalam 
Sarvodaya village leader’s assistance in obtaining a balanced amount of interviews from both 
Tamil and Muslim villagers.  
Prior to conducting interviews with village communities who were not familiar with a 
process of obtaining ethics clearance or reading Plain Language Statements (PLS) and 
signing a consent form, I provided them with a detailed verbal description of my research and 
also used tape recoded oral consent. I provided the Sarvodaya Movement’s founder, the 
Sarvodaya General Secretary, the Sarvodaya village leaders and the government officials the 
PLSs and they all signed the consent forms (Please see Appendix 2).  
Participation in the research was completely voluntary and the participants were given the 
ability to withdraw their consent to participate in my research at any time. However, none of 
the participants withdrew their interviews from my research. They were, in fact, surprised to 
hear of the possibility of withdrawing. There were no existing unequal relationships between 
me, as the researcher, and the participants of this research. The villagers, the Sarvodaya 
village leaders, the Sarvodaya heads and the government officers had pre-existing 
relationships with each other as they worked collaboratively in the reconstruction process of 
these villages as well as— to a limited extent — in the current governance of village issues. 
These were not so equal, as I discovered during the research project and explain in 
subsequent chapters, but this did not seem to impede the research process as all participants 
voiced their opinions to me openly. This is discussed in more detail in my research reflection 
below.  
 
Data Recording and Analysis 
Prior to the interview, I recorded the participant’s consent using a digital voice recorder. All 
participants, except one, gave their permission for me to record their interviews, and I simply 
took notes of the interview of the participant who did not prefer recording. As Liamputtong 
(2009, p.55) noted, tape recording, rather than note taking, is the best way to conduct in-depth 




continue the flow of the interview without distractions. Further, in qualitative analysis, tape 
recording serves another important function, which is recoding the interviews in the 
participants’ own voice and in their own words. This can help generate the rich data that is 
required in the later analysis and also to take direct quotes from the participants in making the 
analysis stronger (Liamputtong, 2009, p.55). I was able to make effective use of the direct 
quotes from the participants in all of my data analysis chapters to examine, validate, dispute 
and question the development process in all three villages, according to the experiences and 
voices of participants.   
I also wrote down my own notes of the interview experience at the end of each interview. At 
the end of each interview, I transferred the recorded interview onto a password protected 
computer and backed it up on to a password protected online drive that was maintained by 
Deakin University. I then deleted the interview from the tape recorder to ensure the privacy 
and confidentiality of the interviewees.  
I transcribed the interviews myself verbatim using the software called Express-Scribe within 
one week after conducting the interviews and coded the data using the qualitative data 
analysis tool Nvivo. I read the interview transcripts several times noting down the key themes 
while also highlighting the variations. I imported all of the transcripts onto Nvivo, into a 
password protected computer, which I used to further assist me with identifying key and sub 
themes that emerged in my qualitative data.  
In my data analysis, I coded the interviews from my participants as below, followed by the 
year in which the interview took place. 
Dr Vinya Ariyaratne – V. Ariyaratne (2015) 
Dr A.T. Ariyaratne – A.T. Ariyaratne (2016) 
Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader – Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader (2015) 
Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader – Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) 
Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader – Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) 
Government Officials – Local Government Official 1-2 (2015), Damniyamgama Government 
Village Officer (2015), Addapalam Government Village Officer (2015), Vaddavan 
Government Village Officer (2015) 
Damniyamgama villagers – Damniyamgama villager 1-10 (2015) 
Addapalam villagers – Addapalam villager 1-10 (2015) 




Reflections on the Interview Experience 
As Sonya Dwyer and Jennifer Buckle (2009, p.55) explain, the insider versus outsider 
perspectives are an 'ever-present' dichotomy in qualitative field research. According to Dwyer 
and Buckle (2009, p.55) insider researchers share the characteristics, role or experiences of 
the participants who are being studied, whereas outsider researchers are disconnected from 
the common feelings of the participants.  
There were instances where I experienced moments of being both an insider and outsider 
researcher during my field research. Establishing a connecting with the Sarvodaya Movement 
and staying in rural villages in Sri Lanka for this research project made me feel a great 
connectedness with my Sri Lankan identity. The leaders of the Sarvodaya Movement 
constantly welcome foreign researchers who study them for various research purposes. 
Although I came attached to an Australian university, there were various instances where I 
felt that the Sarvodaya leaders, especially at the village level, treaded me as an insider, based 
on my Sri Lankan nationality. I personally felt like an insider in all the three communities as 
a result, as well as because of my mixed racial identity having a Sinhalese mother and a 
Tamil father. Speaking the same language, Sinhalese, with the Damniyamgama villagers not 
only made me feel more like an insider in this community, but also made the building up of 
good rapport with them easier. Although I still felt connected as an insider within the 
Addapalam and Vaddavan communities to some degree given my Sri Lankan nationality and 
part Tamil ethnicity, my inability to speak their Tamil language, regretfully made me feel 
more like an outsider. Because of this language barrier, my good rapport with Addapalam and 
Vaddavan villagers was relatively less than it was in Damniyamgama. I also felt that some of 
the feelings of the villagers in Addapalam and Vaddavan may have been lost in the process of 
translation of the interviews and also from me speaking to them through a translator. I also 
felt that the villagers had similar feelings toward me and the interview process from their 
side.  
However, I also realised that I appeared as an Australian to some of the villagers. Upon 
hearing that I came from an Australian university, there were villagers who perceived me as 
an Australian donor, relating back to their post-tsunami experiences with foreign donors. 
Although in reality I was a ‘poor student’, the villagers perceived me as a wealthy visitor, or 
someone with connections, who, after studying the village, would donate a fund to address 




fieldwork. I was then strongly reminded of Mary Mellor’s (2007, p.177) categorisation of the 
roles of a researcher and my place in the project as a 'neutral collector of data' as opposed to 
'a facilitator, a collaborator, an educator, an enabler, or an agent…' I clearly emphasised to 
the participants that I was a neutral data collector with an objective of writing a thesis. 
However, I made the villagers aware of the positive impacts that my study could possibly 
bring to their villages if my recommendations for improvement based on the villager’s 
concerns and expertise were ever taken up in practice or policy changes by Sarvodaya or 
other partners. In this sense my research could be seen as using a similar approach to  
Participatory Action Research (PAR) and Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) (for example, 
Simpson 2007), that drew on bottom-up voices of participants to improve practices and 
policies concerning them (Taylor, Bogdan and DeVault, 2016, p.20; Humble and Smith, 
2007, p.18). In all instances, my identity as a university student also made the villagers 
connect with me at a more supportive and collaborative level, as they kindly felt they were 
also helping out a student. 
On my part too, there were instances in which I perceived the lives of these villages as an 
outsider, in contrast with my urban life experiences in Sri Lanka, as well as in contrast with 
my life living and working as a student in Australia over the past 10 years. For example, the 
costs of living and education in the rural villages were far lower than in urban Sri Lanka, let 
alone Australia, and spending time in these villagers made me feel like a complete stranger 
and a consumerist, compared to the life in these rural communities. Finally, although I myself 
am a nature lover and consider myself a spiritual Buddhist, I too felt a lack of connection to 
these village environments, given how isolated they were and the challenges of service 
provision within them, in a way similar to the view and feelings of these villagers, as will be 
discussed in coming chapters. This made me once again feel like an insider given the similar 
experiences we had spending time in these communities, although I was highly cognisant of 
my ability to leave and return to much more comfortable surroundings. This made me feel 
strongly about the importance of my research, as well as having an ethical duty to make the 
voices of these villagers heard to the best of my ability.  
 
Limitations and Directions of Future Research 
The main strength of this research is that I studied all three villages that were a part of 




research is the failure to make a comparison between other post-tsunami reconstruction 
projects that were not implemented by Sarvodaya. Another limitation is also not making a 
comparison between Sarvodaya villages who are ‘normal’ villages with the Sarvodaya 
villages which are post-disaster reconstruction projects. This was simply beyond the scope of 
this PhD study and I could not provide these comparisons within the designated time frame. 
Future research could certainly address these issues by undertaking such comparisons. 
As mentioned in the Introduction, while I acknowledge that the post-tsunami crisis case 
studies that this thesis looks at may not reflect the characteristics of Sarvodaya’s operations 
overall, the framework of holistic development that I propose in the concluding chapter still 




The research was conducted on the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement and its three post-
tsunami reconstruction villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan between 
September 2015 and May 2016. The Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement’s founder, the 
Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement’s General Secretary, thirty villagers, three Sarvodaya 
village leaders and five government officers participated in this research project. 
This research adopted a qualitative methodology. In terms of answering the research 
questions of this study, the qualitative methodology and the method of in-depth semi-
structured interviewing, proved useful in various ways. Firstly, it helped yield the large 
amount of rich descriptive data required for such as project. Secondly, it enabled inquiry into 
the empirical world of complex settings and relationships to which no researcher had 
previously been granted access. Thirdly, the methodology gave voice to the various 
perspectives and experiences of actors in the development framework from micro, meso and 
macro levels. It also provided a platform for expression by those at the grassroots level. 
Finally, the inductive approach of and the holistic systemic understanding generated by a 
qualitative methodology was highly applicable to Sarvodaya’s culture and spirituality-based 
paradigm of development and risk governance.   
The main strength of this research method was the inclusion of all three Sarvodaya villages 




any comparison with other post-tsunami reconstruction villages or other Sarvodaya villages 
that were not post-disaster reconstruction villages.  
Carrying out this research has not only contributed to the construction of new empirical 
knowledge regarding Sarvodaya and the effectiveness of its framework of holistic 
development, but it also made me more reflexively aware about my hybrid and fluctuating 
identity as both an insider and an outsider while interacting with the research participants in 





Chapter Five – The Sarvodaya Movement from the 1960s – 1980s 
Introduction 
Chapters Two and Three examined two distinct approaches to development. One was 
characterised by Western frameworks of technological innovation and economic growth, 
while the second was an alternative form of development emerging from the Global South 
and centred on culture, primarily on human wellbeing and sustainability.   
The following chapters on the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement in Sri Lanka examine the 
special features of this movement’s development approach. Its approach is based on religion 
and spirituality as components of culture, and it also encourages partnerships across 
communities, NGOs, IGOs and nation states. This approach provides an example of a holistic 
framework of human and environmental sustainable development and risk governance, which 
draws on wisdom and innovation from diverse worldviews and sectors. Many scholars (Bond, 
2006; Bond, 2004; Colletta, Ewing, and Todd, 1982; Compton, 1982; Daskon and Binns, 
2012; Dissanayake, 2010; Doctor, 1968; Edwards and Hulme, 1996; Fernandez, 1987; 
Fernando and Heston, 1997; Garilao, 1987; Goulet, 1981; Hewa and Hove, 1997; Isenman, 
1980; Jeris et al., 2006; Kannangara, 1994; Macy, 1983; J. Perera, 1995; J. Perera, 
Marasinghe and Jayasekera, 1992; Smith, 1974; Zadek, 1993) have written extensively on the 
Sarvodaya Movement in the 1970s to the 1990s  on various themes such as Buddhism and 
development, Buddhist economics, national development, community development and 
social empowerment, participatory community development, politics and economics, non-
governmental organisations, aid and partnerships, leadership, philanthropy, women and 
empowerment, post-tsunami reconstruction, and religion and political modernisation. 
Interestingly, the number of scholarly publications on Sarvodaya have gradually decreased 
since the 1990s although a few authors such as Bond (2004, 2006), Daskon and Binns (2012) 
and Dissanayake (2010) have written on the Sarvodaya’s work on Buddhism and 
development in the 2000s. In this chapter, I argue that what remains to be examined is 
Sarvodaya’s role in sustainable development and risk governance.  
In 2004, Bond (2004, p.7), Professor Emeritus of Religion at Northwestern University, and 
specialist in Buddhist Studies and South Asian religions, discussed 'two periods' of 
Sarvodaya’s growth 'from a Movement to a large NGO'. He named the first of these, from 
1958 to 1967, 'The Origin and Growth of the Sarvodaya Movement' and the second, from 




Bond (2004, p.30) also examined Sarvodaya’s work as a 'Peace Movement' from 1983 to 
1997 given their active mission in promoting 'nonviolence and peace' in response to Sri 
Lanka’s rising ethnic tensions. Bond (2004, p.38) concluded this publication focusing on 
Sarvodaya’s peace initiatives from 1997 to 2002.  
A later work by Bond (2006, pp.145-156) classified Sarvodaya’s development into roughly 
four decades: the late-50s to late 60s; late-60s to mid-70s; mid-70s to mid-80s; and mid-80s 
to mid-90s. Bond (2006, pp.145-156) described Sarvodaya’s first decade as one of inception 
and the establishment of extensive grassroots volunteerism. He then explained how in 
Sarvodaya’s second decade it became an NGO and expanded its Buddhism-based model of 
development, and how in its third decade it became a national movement addressing issues of 
ethnic conflict, development and peace building. Finally, he discussed Sarvodaya’s fourth 
decade as continuing its focus on peace building. It was also a challenging time of tensions 
with the Sri Lankan government and experienced the withdrawal of donor support. Bond’s 
(2004, 2006) research on Sarvodaya has concentrated on the movement’s development up to 
the early 2000s.  
Building primarily upon Bond’s analysis, previous research on Sarvodaya, Sarvodaya 
publications and my own recent fieldwork, I also classify Sarvodaya’s activities into four 
phases and then add a fifth phase from 2000 to the mid-2010s: 
Phase 1: 1960s – 1970s – Early post-independence demands for modernisation, Sarvodaya’s 
inception and a model of development based on Buddhist values  
Phase 2: 1970s – 1980s – Modernisation, free-market capitalism and Sarvodaya’s alternative 
model of Five Stage Village Development 
Phase 3: 1980s – 1990s – Political upheavals, religion-based nationalism and Sarvodaya’s 
attempts at mass-consciousness raising 
Phase 4: 1990s – 2000s – Conflict resolution, sustainable development and Sarvodaya’s 
spiritual development approach 
Phase 5: 2000s – mid-2010s – Climate change, Sarvodaya’s post-disaster reconstruction, and 
holistic framework of development and risk governance 
In this chapter I present a discussion of Phases 1-2, from the 1960s to the 1980s, with a focus 
on the history of Sarvodaya and its responses to developmental challenges during the post-
colonial to the early modernisation period in Sri Lanka. The next, Chapter Six, examines 




from a Buddhism-based to a spirituality-based model of development which came about in 
response to ethnic tensions and external pressures from state and donor partners. My 
explanation of Phases 1-4 is based primarily on secondary sources and on some of my 
interview data. I will then present a detailed analysis of Phase 5 in Chapters Seven to Ten, 
drawing mainly on new data gathered for this thesis, examining Sarvodaya’s post-tsunami 
response, and its holistic model of development and risk governance in contemporary 
neoliberal times.  
 
Colonial and Postcolonial Sri Lanka 
Portuguese traders began to arrive in Sri Lanka as early as 1505, and by the 1560s they had 
managed to take over the Kingdom of Jaffna. Portuguese influence spread over to towns in 
the south such as Colombo and Galle in the early 17th century. However, the Portuguese 
were not interested in unifying the country under its colonial rule and their administration 
was mainly centred on Colombo, Galle and Jaffna, conducting maritime trade and mostly the 
export of cinnamon (Schrikker, 2007, pp.18-20).  Expelling the Portuguese, the Dutch 
captured Colombo in 1656 and Jaffna in 1658. They also only carried out their colonial 
administration in parts of Sri Lanka. While the Sri Lankan kings at the time managed to 
contain the Portuguese and the Dutch in the coastal zones, the British who arrived in 1796 
brought the entire island under their rule in 1815 and Sri Lanka was governed by their 
colonial administration until its independence in 1948 (Peebles, 2006, p.1).  
As Loomba (2015, p.21) and Seers (1981, p.14) explain, colonial administration changed the 
pre-colonial organisation of colonised countries in complex ways, integrating them into an 
exploitative centre-periphery relationship. These relations altered social and environmental 
conditions in peripheries leading to the risks of social disorder and poverty. Prior to being 
colonised, Sri Lankan civilisation was mainly built on Theravada Buddhist tradition (Peebles, 
2006, p.1), and the social and economic organisation of Sri Lanka prior to European 
invasions was structured upon a feudal system (Alawattage and Wickramasinghe, 2008, 
p.275) of irrigated rice cultivation supported by a feudal economy subject to a king (Peebles, 
2006, p.1). The division of labour to sustain the feudal economy was provided by a caste 
system where the king was at the top of the social hierarchy, followed by the land-owning 
aristocracy. Various other castes were placed at lower levels as cultivators and service 




system in Sri Lanka was an authoritarian social structure, but on the other hand it was 
theoretically also a welfare-oriented system of governance. The king played a benevolent role 
as the owner of the soil and commanded the service of various castes to cultivate communally 
for the wellbeing of the whole. The land was thereby not a commodity for surplus extraction 
but a resource for community sustenance (De Silva, 1993, pp.5-7). However, the British in 
1815 after their first invasion of Sri Lanka in 1796, brought an unprecedented form of social 
and environmental transformation to Sri Lankan cultures and environments (Alawattage and 
Wickramasinghe, 2008, pp.273-310; Schrikker, 2007, p.22; Webb, 2002, p.1-34). The British 
colonisation of Sri Lanka, which lasted for over a century, changed the Sri Lankan (then 
Ceylonese) feudal economy firstly by transforming the monarchic governance structure to a 
colonial state-based governance system, and secondly by establishing the mercantile 
economy of a plantation sector which cultivated tea, rubber and coconut (Alawattage and 
Wickramasinghe, 2008, pp.273-280).  
Socially, the British rule impacted on the Sri Lankan culture and social organisation in 
various ways. These changes led to the risks of urban-rural divides, rural poverty and the 
marginalisation of castes that could not contribute to the colonial administrative economy. 
The British colonial government did not completely remove the caste system from the 
governance structure, but used its ascribed division of labour to the benefit of their mercantile 
economy (Alawattage and Wickramasinghe, 2008; De Silva, 1993). Those castes which were 
identified as constructive to the plantation economy were sustained while others were ignored 
and abandoned. Therefore, the colonial economic system’s disregard for one particular caste 
resulted in that caste-based community being entrapped in poverty by not having links to 
their subsistence feudal economic system or the ‘modern’ capitalist economy (De Silva, 
1993, pp.40-45). Rural caste-based Sri Lankan societies became marginalised a second time 
by colonial modernity due to its creation of a new class structure. Those castes which gained 
economic and political importance in the mercantile economy achieved upward mobility, 
creating a class structure on top of the caste hierarchy. In pursuit of upward mobility and 
social influence, ambitious locals also converted to Christianity and opted for British, English 
education. These Sri Lankans gained access to the job market as well as to political power 
and created the urban upper and middle classes (Gamage, 2014). The rural peasantry who 
found the process of modernisation and urbanisation too fast to come to grips with, suffered 




most of this class contained the lower castes who were at the bottom end of the caste 
hierarchy previously (De Silva, 1993, p.24). 
Colonialism also created environmental risks. The ecological impacts of British invasions 
ranged from the spread of livestock diseases, epidemics and the clearance of large areas of 
virgin rainforests (Webb Jr., 2002, pp.28-29). The frequent movement of livestock introduced 
the disease rinderpest which spread among both domestic and wild quadrupeds (Webb Jr., 
2002, p.28). This killed one-half of the cattle on the island in early 1800. The first epidemic 
of cholera also spread in Sri Lanka with British soldiers advancing to the Kandyan highlands 
in 1817 and a deadly smallpox virus broke out in 1819 with more than 50 percent mortality 
(Webb Jr., 2002, p.28). The spread of these diseases saw the agricultural economy collapse 
and resulted in hunger amongst the local populations (Webb Jr., 2002, p.28-29). During this 
period a large amount of deforestation took place due to road construction and the 
introduction of new forms of economic crops such as tea, coffee, sugar and European fruits 
and vegetable (Webb Jr., 2002, p.51, pp.60-66). The British perceived Sri Lanka’s many 
forests and ‘jungles’ as areas of ‘economic waste.’ (Webb, 2002, p.51). As Webb (2002, 
pp.66-69) demonstrated, this massive environmental degradation included the loss of soil 
fertility for local cultivation, loss of and displacement of wildlife, loss of biodiversity, water 
pollution and soil erosion.  
Politically, colonialism laid the foundation for ongoing ethnic and religious separations. 
During the colonial period, Sri Lankans were struggling to create a Sinhala Buddhist national 
identity that countered the Christian, British ideal (Tambiah, 1992, p.21). Colonisers began to 
portray Sri Lankan culture and the main religion of Buddhism as backwards, 'nihilistic, 
pessimistic, passive, ritualistic, and superstitious' (McMahan, 2012, p.163). Attempts at 
cultural imperialism became most prevalent in the British era, (Berkwitz, 2012, p.32) and a 
movement of Modern Buddhism or Protestant Buddhism arose in Sri Lanka in the nineteenth 
century in response to these trends (Berkwitz, 2012, p.33-35; McMahan, 2012, p.161), which 
reconfigured Buddhism in line with 'modern scientific knowledge and Victorian social mores' 
(McMahan, 2012, p.162). Famous historical figures such as Anagarika Dharmapala, 
Migettuwatte Gunananda, Hikkaduwe Sumangala, Colonel Olcott, and Helena Petrovna 
Blavatsky headed this movement (Tambiah, 1992, p.21). Drawing from the chronicles of 
Mahavamsa, the patriotic Buddhist movement imagined an 'ancient golden age' of the 
kingdoms of Anuradhapura and Polonnaruwa in pre-colonial Sri Lanka. This imagery 




a thriving agrarian society prospering under the rightful rule of Buddhist kings (Goonatilake, 
1975, p.99).  
As McMahan (2012, p.162) writes: ‘One of the prominent and persistent assertions of 
Buddhist modernism is that Buddhism is more compatible with a modern, scientific world 
view than other religions, an assertion that goes back to the revitalization movements in Sri 
Lanka’. Therefore, Modern Buddhism became a hybrid practice characterised by both secular 
Western ideologies of rationality, scientific causality, modern theories of evolution, geology 
and biology, egalitarianism, and progressive social ethics, which created a context for the 
appropriation of traditional elements of Buddhism (Berkwitz, 2012, p.35; McMahan, 2012, 
p.162). These movements also played a highly influential role in the independence struggle.  
The Buddhist nationalist struggle challenged the social and political changes introduced by 
the British, ultimately achieving independence. However, the system of ethnic representation 
introduced by the Donoughmore Constitution (1931-47), just prior to granting independence, 
created the grounds for ethnic frictions between the Sinhalese and Tamil ethnic groups. 
Through the constitution, the British introduced ethnic representative politics giving the 
Sinhalese majority the advantage in the parliament over the minority ethnicities such as the 
Tamils and the Muslims (Tambiah, 1992, pp.10-11). Sri Lanka then habitually began to be 
referred to as a Sinhala Buddhist country. By the time Sri Lanka secured independence from 
the British in 1948 after many years of battle, the postcolonial Sri Lankan government thus 
inherited a country wrought with complicated structures of social organisation, exploitative 
urban to rural relations, environmentally damaging economic practices and identity struggles 
(Gamage, 2014; De Silva, 1993, pp.1-20; Webb, 2002, 1-25; Alawattage and 
Wickramasinghe, 2008, p.1). 
Processes of modernity in Sri Lanka at this time were thus shaped by both colonial and 
postcolonial relations and local responses to imperialism. Local revivalist movements 
contested cultural imperialism of the British by promoting Sinhala Buddhist culture as being 
compatible with modern values of of optimism, engagement, rationality and scientific 
discipline, and thereby foregrounding local culture in fields of development and social 
progress. As Roshan Wijeyeratne (2014, pp.78-79) argues, ‘Sinhalese Buddhist nationalism 
was thoroughly derivative of Western modernity, and directed significant energy into 
reimagining the sacredness of Buddhism’.  Wijeyeratne (2014, pp.78-99) also describes how 




movement using a Buddhist ethos, but closely following the Western ideals for modernity. 
One of the key figures of this movement was Anagarika Dharmapala, who also published a 
disciplinary code of conduct for the laity (Gihi Vinaya), which was a fusion between the 
‘Western bourgeois sentiment of propriety’ and Buddhist sutras on lay ethics. As Wijeyeratne 
(2014, p.92) elaborates: 
It enunciated 200 rules guiding conduct on topics as diverse as eating food 
(recommending the use of fork and knife), using the lavatory (recommending 
the use of toilet paper) and the conduct of women (recommending the use of 
saris and the non-exposure of the midriff). 
At the same time, the process of political modernity also looked vastly different in the Sri 
Lankan context to that of modernist Western notions of secularisation and governance. Sri 
Lanka adopted parliamentary democracy in 1948, stemming from the British Westminster 
Model, transitioning into a centralised system in 1978, as shown in Chapter 2, to serve the 
interests of neoliberalism. Both represented models of secular government, yet Sinhala 
Buddhist nationalism of colonial times became interwoven into state politics, making it 
distinct from Berger’s (1999) and Casanova’s (1994) conceptualisations of secularisation and 
Taylor’s (2011) view of the neutrality of public secular institutions. In this sense, Sri Lanka’s 
modernity was not entirely secular. The state, politics and culture were never emancipated 
from religion in Sri Lankan modernity and Buddhist nationalism led to exclusionary practices 
and othering between dominant and minority cultures, threating cohesion at a national level. 
These dynamics will be returned to in the discussions of Sarvodaya’s later phases in this 
chapter and the next. As the discussion in chapters Five through to Ten also reveals, lived 
religion and cultural practices at the community level demonstrate the changing trends in the 
way in which people practice religion in rural communities within global neoliberalism. 
 
Phase 1: 1960s – 1970s – Early Post-independence Demands for 
Modernisation, Sarvodaya’s Inception and Buddhist Model of 
Development  
Upon assuming power in 1948, the postcolonial Sri Lankan government, under the United 
National Party (UNP) carried out many developmental interventions which aimed at uplifting 




after the British, were educated in Europe and mostly in England. Consequently, they were 
largely guided by prevalent Western modernist Eurocentric ideals and notions of culture and 
development. In response to this Sarvodaya was founded as a social movement aiming at 
non-violent social reform opposing postcolonial modernisation that was being implemented 
in Sri Lanka at that time. Sarvodaya’s founder Ahangamage Tudor (A.T.) Ariyaratne was 
critical of the postcolonial practices of development in Sri Lanka.   
 
In 1958, A.T. Ariyaratne who later became the founder of the Sarvodaya Movement, began 
his career as a high school teacher in a reputable high school in Colombo called Nalanda 
College. The college had a Social Service League, in which A.T. Ariyaratne, assumed the 
position of the Vice-President (Liyanage, 1988, p.51). At that time the Sri Lankan 
government encouraged voluntary participation of schools in state-led rural development 
programs, in which A. T. Ariyaratne’s and his school took part in. As Gunadasa Liyanage 
(1988, pp.47-56) described, A.T. Ariyaratne’s encounter with the government programs made 
him question their efficacy. A. T. Ariyaratne saw a large gap between the rural poor and the 
government officials who were the English-educated Sri Lankan upper class. Most 
importantly, A.T. Ariyaratne understood how the technocratic programs failed to remove the 
caste and class-based suppression felt by the poorer, low caste villagers for centuries. A. T. 
Ariyaratne first used the access that the government-led programs gave him to the rural sector 
to experiment with his own ideal of development. In the 1960s A.T. Ariyaratne made the 
following observation (Ratnapala, 1999, p.23): 
Unfortunately for the people of Sri Lanka, most of the development 
administrators and planners of the post-independent era did not pay heed to the 
ancient concepts. They made the same mistake as the affluent westerners by 
equating modernization and urbanization with development. Hence the 
importance of growth and economic advancement was over-stressed. We can 
see in all parts of the world how much the quality of life has suffered as a result 
of imbalanced development policies. 
A. T. Ariyaratne’s views on development in Sri Lanka in the 1960s were similar to the 
critique established by the much later post-development and human development paradigms 
in the 1990s, understanding development as a practice that should uplift humanity, together 
with the economy. According to Liyanage (1988), A. T. Ariyaratne then attempted to create 




of an alternative social system that was based neither on capitalism, or socialism, but was a 
system in which spirituality was the basis of economic theory and development . In 1959, 
A.T. Ariyaratne encountered Gandhian philosophy through Vinoba Bhave and saw the 
potential for it to create a more balanced approach to development (Liyanage, 1988, pp.57-
67). 
Mohandas K. Gandhi, also known as Mahatma Gandhi (1869-1948), was a leader who 
emerged in colonial India and promoted non-violent social reform. Non-violently resisting 
the colonial rule through civil disobedience, and together with the Indian National Congress, 
Gandhi helped to secure independence for India in 1947. In an independent India, Gandhi 
imagined a simple, self-sufficient and spiritual ideology of development (A.G.L. Shaw, 1948, 
pp.3-6). 
A passionate simplicity was the basis of his thought, a desire for a return to the 
simple life, which would provide an escape from the complexities, the ugliness 
and the misery of modern industrial society, and which, above all, would permit 
the individual to achieve peace within himself, and to think of higher things than 
material ills (or wellbeing) (A.G.L.Shaw, 1948, p.3) 
Gandhi’s spiritual vision and developmental ideology were based on Hindu spirituality and 
aspired to transcend social ills created by power, competition and ambition (A.G.L. Shaw, 
1948, pp.3-6). In their place, Gandhi promoted spiritual self-development and social 
interactions based on the values of love, and non-violence (Salla, 1993, pp.40-41, 51). 
Gandhi, and his later successor Vinoba Bhave, believed that economic activity should be 
driven by spiritual development, not from the motives of profit-making. Spiritual values, they 
held, are powerful enough to create self-sufficient communities who are reciprocal, cohesive 
and modest (Tomalin, 2013, p.109; Sanford, 2013, pp.90-91). Also believing development to 
be a service (seva) to each other, rather than patronage, in this regard, Gandhi and Bhave 
encouraged collective effort (Sanford, 2013, p.91) where self-help and self-sufficiency 
become the products of this service (Tomalin, 2013, p.109; Sanford, 2013, p.91). Gandhi 
likened a village which develops with spirituality at the heart of it to the Kingdom of God on 
Earth (Salla, 1993, p.40). Gandhi was also aware that the Kingdom of God on Earth could be 
a utopian dream, which might not become a reality, but he urged the dreamer of such a model 
to possess 'infinite patience and perseverance' (Salla, 1993, p.40). For Gandhi, material 
dimensions of life came secondary to spiritual development, which resulted in his alternative 




Liyanage (1988, pp.62-67) described how A.T. Ariyaratne engaged in a one-on-one 
discussion with Vinoba Bhave in 1959, after A.T. Ariyaratne’s first experiences of rural 
development in extremely remote and poor Sri Lankan villages, including Bintenna and 
Wellassa. When travelling among these villages with a government officer from the 
Department of Rural Development, A.T. Ariyaratne came across economic and social poverty 
of a scale he had never witnessed before (Liyanage, 1988, pp.43-44). As Liyanage (1988, 
p.42-43) described: 
…In another village Ariyaratne saw for himself a group of people who had 
nothing to eat for a whole week. They survived somehow by drinking the juice 
of the bark of trees. In some villages so-called low caste men and women were 
not allowed to cover the upper part of their bodies. Their children had to sit on 
the floor when they went to school. The priest in the temple refused to accept 
alms from these unfortunate people. They did not have the freedom of 
purchasing anything from the village boutique or getting a haircut from the 
barber with their hard-earned money.  
This is an instance of caste-based rural poverty that demonstrates how the risks of poverty in 
colonial and postcolonial Sri Lanka were created by colonial production relations which did 
not completely restructure existing indigenous hierarchies. Although modernisation-based 
capitalist development penetrated into Sri Lankan economic and social strcutures, the fudal 
caste system, especially in the low caste villages, still remained devoid of any economic 
framework to support their wellbeing. The British economic system marginalised the castes 
which could not contribute to the colonial administrative economy. Early postcolonial 
modernisation projects which were administered by local elites as top-down interventions 
further marginalised the castes which could not respond to the demands of rapid social 
changes which required higher levels of education, English language proficiency and changes 
in occupational structures that served the bureaucratic colonial government. 
Realising the issues with the developmental programs that were then being implemented in 
Sri Lanka, A.T. Ariyaratne determined to develop a method that addressed these extreme 
forms of social injustices and inequalities. While working on his alternative developmental 
framework, A.T. Ariyaratne had the opportunity to travel to India in 1959 and to meet with 





In their first meeting, Bhave advised A.T. Ariyaratne who was a Buddhist, to look into 
Buddhism to find solutions to the problems in Sri Lanka, referring to one of the foundational 
Buddhist texts, the Dhammapada. As Liyanage (1988, p.62) noted, Bhave’s advice was that:  
Solutions to economic, political and other problems in your country can be 
found in the Dhammapada. But your people go to such distant places like Paris, 
Moscow, Washington and London in search of solutions to problems. Nobody 
takes the trouble to go into the Dhammapada in which the solutions are clearly 
explained. 
Bhave (quoted in Liyanage 1988, p.62) then cited a stanza from a Buddhist Sutra called the 
Sigalovada Sutra1 to A. T. Ariyaratne and advised him to design a method of development 
based on the essence of it. The stanza read: ‘The wise layman divides his earnings into four 
parts and spends one part on food and household expenses. Two parts are invested on income 
earning projects and the fourth part is deposited as saving to be made use of at a time of 
distress.’ 
At this time Bhave was running the Bhoodan and Sampattidan (donation of land and donation 
of wealth) Movements in rural villages in India (Liyanage, 1988, pp.57-64). In the Bhoodan 
and Sampattidan Movement, Bhave would arrive in a village and encourage people from that 
village or from the neighbouring villages to come to Bhave and donate money, jewellery, 
deed of lands and gems which would be used by the movements to start developing their own 
villages or a surrounding village. Then Bhave would appoint a committee from the village to 
take the donations and put the committee in charge of developing their own village 
(Liyanage, 1988, p.63).  
Bhave offered A.T. Ariyaratne the opportunity to spread the Bhoodan Movement in Sri 
Lanka. A. T. Ariyaratne, by then having conceptualised the type of social reform he wanted, 
respectfully declined Bhave’s offer and instead shared his own notion of spirituality-based 
development with Bhave. Observing the Bhoodan and Sampattidan Movement with careful 
attention, A.T. Ariyaratne studied their strengths and limitations.  He saw that Bhave’s 
Movement only raised a temporary momentum in the villages without sufficient follow up 
actions and suitable technology. According to A.T. Ariyaratne, in his vision, development 
was not the distribution of land (Sanskrit: bhoo dan), but the reformation of people 
                                                 




(awakening). Awakening, starting at the individual level as spiritual awakening would 
become moral awakening at the community level. The moral awakening of communities 
would then in turn influence broader social structures at the national level as part of 
widespread cultural and social awakening.  Upon returning to Sri Lanka, A.T. Ariyaratne 
formulated his Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement. Sarvodaya means the 'awakening of all 
and shramadana literally means the voluntarily sharing of one’s physical labour. Sarvodaya 
Shramadana therefore means: ‘Awakening of all by voluntarily sharing people’s resources, 
especially their time, thoughts and efforts’ (Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 31).  
As the following quote demonstrates, A.T. Ariyaratne recognised group-effort and self-help 
as cultural values of rural communities. He made the point that, ‘Nobody needs teach rural 
communities ‘group effort’ and ‘self-help’. Sharing is an inherent characteristic among the 
rural poor, in particular.’ (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999, p.71). However, the problem 
was that at times there are constraints that can inhibit these qualities, such as in postcolonial 
Sri Lanka. The imposition of contradictory value systems (of competition, profit and 
individualisation) had resulted in the backwardness and social poverty that A.T. Ariyaratne 
witnessed in remote rural societies. A.T. Ariyaratne realised that the basis of development 
should come about through awakening the hidden traditional values: 
The real question, therefore, is to examine what are the constraints that exist 
inhibiting the expression of their group effort…The next question is how the 
rural communities can be helped to remove these constraints? (Ariyaratne 
quoted in Ratnapala, 1978, p.71). 
Taking inspiration from Bhave, A.T. Ariyaratne used Buddhist values to reawaken the 
constructive values of rural communities for their social and economic development.  
Creating one of the earliest forms of engaged Buddhism (Bond, 2004, p.1), A.T. Ariyaratne 
drew on the Buddhist teachings of the Four Noble Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path to 
motivate rural social engagement. The Sarvodaya website explains how Buddhism’s 
influence on Sarvodaya was twofold. Firstly, it influenced A. T. Ariyaratne’s mind and 
secondly, the minds of the rural villagers. As A. T. Ariyaratne recollects, he was interested in 
human wellbeing out of compassion and loving kindness since his early adulthood. In his 
own words, he, ‘cannot think of [his] life without being integrated and related to other living 
beings’ (Sarvodaya, 2014c). This ‘feeling’ of interconnectedness, a key Buddhist principle, 




As this feeling connected A. T. Ariyaratne to the marginalised rural villagers, he attempted to 
make the villagers relate to each other through the feelings of ‘loving kindness’ and equality 
(Ratnapala, 1999, p. 10).  
A.T. Ariyaratne applied the Four Noble Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path into an 
innovative form of socially engaged Buddhism through Individual Awakening. In Macy’s 
(1983, pp. 36-37) analysis, the first Noble Truth – the existence of suffering – is translated in 
the village development context as the prevailing underdeveloped conditions of the village. 
Underdevelopment generated the social and economic hardships faced by the community. 
The second Noble Truth – the origin of suffering – is interpreted as the conditions that caused 
inaction in the local community, be they the problems found in the social fabric such as the 
disintegration of various groups, lack of social capital, or the prevalence of negative 
individual qualities such as jealousy, selfishness or a lack of interest in others. The Third 
Noble Truth – the cessation of suffering – begins to be realised as the villagers developed an 
awareness that the potential to overcome the risks lies within themselves. The Fourth Noble 
Truth – the path leading to the cessation of suffering is the creation of the right methods that 
can help to overcome the village’s under-development. (See Table 3). The First and Second 
Noble Truths are used to identify the problems and analyse the cause of the problem, whilst 
the Third and Fourth are, in this sense, used to prescribe solutions to the prevailing conditions 





Table 3: The Socially Engaged Form of the Buddhist Four Noble Truths for Individual 
Awakening 
The Four Noble Truths The socially engaged form of the Four Noble Truths 
The existence of suffering Contemplating the prevailing under-developed conditions of 
the village 
The origin of suffering Individual traits (jealousy and selfishness) that affect the 
wider social fabric and create social disintegration leading 
to a lack of social capital and social cohesion  
The cessation of suffering Beginning to be aware of the mind’s potential to overcome 
undesirable traits that create individual and community 
suffering 
Path leading to the 
cessation of suffering 
Cultivating mindfulness and detachment from excessive 
desires. Cultivating loving kindness towards others and 
initiating action towards better and holistic governance.  
Author’s table based on Macy (1983, pp. 36-37). 
The concepts of Four Sublime Abodes (Brahmaviharas) – Metta (loving kindness), Karuna 
(compassion), Muditha (joy in the joy of others), and Upekkha (equanimity) (Macy, 1983, 
p.39) and four principles of social behaviour (Satara Sangraha Vastu) – dana (generous 
donation), priyavachana (pleasant speech), arthachariya (constructive work) and 
samanatmatha (social equality) were also utilised in this first phase. In the Sarvodaya 
philosophy, the Four Sublime Abodes act as 'the four principles of personality development' 
(Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala 1999, p. 102). Loving kindness inspires respect for life. 
Compassionate action helps others to overcome their suffering. Altruistic joy make one feels 
happy for the happiness of others. Equanimity teaches us to maintain composure in the events 
of both loss and gain (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999, p. 102).  Furthermore, the four 
principles of social behaviour become the 'four salient principles for healthy group living' 
(Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999, p. 102). Generous donations makes others’ time and 
effort available for constructive activities for the community. Constructive work leads to the 
implementation of infrastructure needed for development. Pleasant speech leads to 
harmonious existence, and social equality eliminates the divisions along caste, class, race or 
political beliefs (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999, p. 102). As A. T. Ariyaratne 
highlighted, in Buddhism those individuals who acquire a state of mind complete with the 




human beings' (Ariyaratne quoted in Liyanage, 1988, p. 147). This is called Individual 
Awakening. The spiritual changes necessary for the lasting and sustainable development of a 
village then begin at the individual level. 
Arguably, the Four Noble Truths affect reforms at the individual level, while the Noble 
Eightfold Path addresses changes at the community level, leading to Community Awakening 
(See Table 4). In serious monastic practice, The Noble Eightfold Path in Buddhism is the 
gradual process through which the mind is developed to achieve the complete renunciation of 
desire. In order for one to completely renounce desire, one has to see the Truth of 
impermanence (anicca), suffering (dukka) and non-self (anatta). The observation of 
impermanence serves to remind one that all phenomena one experiences, whether it is 
physical, mental, social or spiritual, are only the effects of various causes coming together. 
When the causes change, the effects change. When the mind of an individual clings to these 
effects, either desiring them or resisting them, suffering occurs. Therefore, the failure to 
understand the nature of physical or mental phenomena as impermanent yields suffering. 
Happiness causes suffering as one has to part with the causes of happiness. Sadness becomes 
a suffering while the person is immersed in the causes that created the sadness or frustration. 
Becoming egoless or acquiring the emotional maturity of non-self enables one to see the 
illusionary nature of both sadness and happiness, as feelings not belonging to the self, but to 
the ever-changing external factors and conditions (Macy, 1983, pp.36-38). 
A.T. Ariyaratne described the socially engaged form of the Noble Eightfold Path as follows. 
It is a simplification of the purely wisdom-based practice of the monastic Noble Eightfold 
Path for the purpose of social application. The eight progressive steps of the Noble Eightfold 
Path are, Right Understanding, Right Thoughts, Right Speech, Right Action, Right 
Livelihood, Right Effort, Right Mindfulness and Right Concentration. Right Understanding is 
to see things as they really are within the context, or the causes of the conditions experienced 
by one’s self and/or the community. Right Thought is the honest thought that arises in the 
mind of one’s self that these conditions have to be addressed for the betterment of oneself and 
others. Right Thought is founded on the Four Sublime Abodes of loving kindness, 
compassion, joy in the joy of others, equanimity and non-violence. Right Speech consists of 
pleasant speaking or dialogue that is devoid of ‘falsehood, slander, rude machinations, 
abusive language, foolish talk, chatter and gossip’. Right Action refers to the steps taken to 




abuse, violence and injury, robbery and theft, sexual misconduct and intoxication. Right 
Livelihood is adopting a method of living that does not involve any harmful activity to all 
living beings such as ‘selling weapons of war, butchery, prostitution, slave-dealing and 
purveying of poisons and intoxicating drugs’ (Ariyaratne quoted in Liyanage, 1988, p.147). 
Right Effort is to put a determined and continuous effort in mind and in action to cultivate 
good thoughts and good behaviour. Right Mindfulness is one’s mind living in the moment 
with the complete awareness of the ongoing situation. Right Concentration is the absorption 
of the ‘purity and peace’ (Ariyaratne quoted in Liyanage, 1980, p.147) that is acquired by 
living through this process.  
In terms of rural social engagement, Right Understanding and Right Intention are realised 
when the community understands the nature of interdependence and co-existence between 
them and others. Right Speech consisted of the characteristics of honesty and compassion. 
Right Action, Right Livelihood, and Right Effort is conducting collaborative work for village 
development. Right Mindfulness is staying open to the needs of the village and Right 
Concentration is seeing this holistic picture of village development (Macy, 1983, pp.37-38). 
Table 4: The Socially Engaged Form of the Noble Eightfold Path for Village Awakening 
The Noble Eightfold Path The socially engaged form of the Noble 
Eightfold Path 
Right Understanding  To realise the dependence between the self 
and the other Right Intention 
Right Speech For honesty and compassion 
Right Action Living in harmony with others and nature 
Establishing common values for 
coexistence and collaboration 
Right Livelihood 
Right Effort 
Right Mindfulness Staying open to the needs of the village 
Right Concentration Transcending self to see a holistic picture 
of development 
Author’s table based on Macy (1983, pp.37-38).  
According to A. T. Ariyaratne (quoted in Ratnapala, 1999, p. 94) the ‘mutual love between 
human beings’, in the form of loving kindness that arises through Sarvodaya’s spiritual 
framework of development is necessary for the healthy existence and progression of a 




socially divisive sectarian feelings that arise in spite of the group which one belongs to such 
as the family, class, caste, religion, race, and ethnicity.  
Macy (1983, pp.37-38), further explains how contemplating the Four Noble Truths, the Noble 
Eightfold Path and the interdependency and interconnectedness of the economy, society, and 
the ecosystem is expected to prompt a process of ‘awakening’ at firstly the individual level, 
followed by the household level, community level, national level and ultimately, the global 
level. In this case, awakening simply means the awareness of this interdependency and that 
change begins at the individual level, and then at the community level where individuals can 
work together as a whole.  Macy (1983, p.33) explained how this holistic model of 
development is actualised by Sarvodaya: 
A Sarvodaya worker learns to understand intellectually and to experience 
spiritually the interrelationships that exists between different manifestations of 
the living world. Because reality is seen as dependently co-arising, or systemic 
in nature, each and every act is understood to have an effect on the larger web 
of life, and the process of development is perceived as being multi-dimensional. 
Meditation is another Buddhist method of awakening through quiet contemplation on a 
meditative object, for instance the breath, loving-kindness or the impermanence of all matter 
(Cook, 2010, pp.1-5). Serious meditation practice is undertaken by monks in monasteries 
with the goal of working toward renouncing all desires. In the case of the Sarvodaya 
Movement, meditation (Sanskrit: bhavana) is used in a socially engaged form to contemplate 
the Four Noble Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path to create what Bond (2004, p.20) calls 
psychological infrastructure for village development.  In Bond’s (2004, pp.20) analysis 
psychological infrastructure, which is made up of the emotional qualities that foster an 
enthusiasm for community development, such as loving kindness and compassion, can be 
cultivated through meditation. 
Bond (2004, pp.18-20) further noted that donation (Sanskrit: dana), in the form of 
shramadana (donation of labour), as used in the Sarvodaya Movement, created the physical 
infrastructure of development. Examples given include the extraction of potable water and 
building housing, latrines, roads, community halls and temples. Ratnapala (1999b, pp. 15-16) 
highlighted dana as a, ‘traditional Buddhist practice from which the giver experiences joy 




with this spirit of ‘Dana’’. Dana, in the context of Sarvodaya’s social engagement, become 
sharing or donation of material, labour, knowledge, and time. Ratnapala (1999, p.16) called 
this, ‘Speaking the language of the common man and operating on the same grass-root wave-
length’.  
Although scholars of religion and development, (for example Clarke, 2011; Tomalin, 2013; 
Riddell, 2013, pp.17-30; Tomalin and Starkey, 2013, pp.31-50; Deneulin, 2013, pp.51-65; 
Sanford, 2013, pp.79-112) observed that religiously inspired acts of charity, donation and 
volunteerism could create social engagement, those were mostly charitable acts towards the 
poor. As Tomalin (2013, p.16) noted, charity, philanthropy and humanitarian assistance are 
activities that are conceptually related to development, which have engaged religions for 
many centuries, but are still distinguishable from development. However, these forms of 
social engagement do not necessarily lead to the empowerment of the marginalised. By 
contrast, Sarvodaya’s socially engaged form of donation, created grassroots empowerment, 
grassroots self-help and a collaborative platform for action. Ratnapala (1999a, p.14) 
explained that shramadana (the voluntary donation of labour) does not mean the acquisition 
of free and cheap labour. The Sarvodaya Shramadana is an activity which, ‘involves 
concerted, deliberate and purposeful individual and community action directed to transform 
society’. In the absence of such a purpose, shramadana has no value in Sarvodaya’s notion of 
development. This will be discussed in more detail in the next phase where Shramadana is 
built into Sarvodaya’s Five Stage Village Development Model. 
Towards the end of this first phase, in 1966, Sarvodaya initiated a hundred village scheme in 
order to celebrate the centenary of Gandhi’s birth. Twenty-two Districts in Sri Lanka were 
selected and from each District approximately five villages were picked to be developed as 
Sarvodaya Villages (Sarvodaya, 2014a). The Sarvodaya Movement expanded its operations 
with outstanding success in the late 1960s. This led to growing popularity and international 
recognition, and Sarvodaya started receiving foreign funding from many international donor 
agencies, the main ones being the Netherlands Organization for International Development 
(NOVIB), the German foundation Friedrich Naumann Stiftung (FNS), and Helvetas in 
Switzerland (Bond, 2004, p.24).  In 1969 the Movement’s founder, A.T. Ariyaratne, received 
the Ramon Magsaysay International Award for Community Leadership (Bond, 2014, p.23), 
from the Philippines, which, ‘brought increased prestige to the Movement and its leaders’ 




Thus, in this first phase A. T. Ariyaratne created an alternative method of development in 
rural Sri Lanka, founded on Buddhist teachings and values derived from Sri Lankan culture 
to create social harmony at the grass-roots level. Sarvodaya identified constructive core 
values residing in local rural culture to inspire social action among the rural villagers to 
counter the risks of poverty and dependency. The success and popularity achieved by the 
religion-based paradigm of the Sarvodaya Movement in postcolonial rural development in the 
1960s is an early example of the benefits of a culture-based situated approach (Szerszynski, 
Lash and Wynne, 1996, p.2).  Available literature on this phase of Sarvodaya, however, does 
not raise the issues of different and competing Buddhist paradigms at play in postcolonial 
development in Sri Lanka. During most of Phase 1 and Phase 2, both Sarvodaya and the 
Buddhist revivalist movements, as mentioned before, assumed an internal homogeneity of 
Buddhism within Sri Lanka. However, Sarvodaya, contested Western cultural imperialism 
and notions of development, by drawing on Buddhist beliefs, values and practices of loving 
kindness, equanimity and interconnectedness. They also used these values to counter the 
oppressive cultural practices of caste (Dawson, 2013; Brennan et.al. (2008). This was vastly 
different to the Sri Lankan revivalist Buddhist movement’s use of Buddhism, which focuced 
on identity level politics and nationalism, that exascerbated inequalities and tensions between 
castes and cultures.   
 
Phase 2: 1970s – 1980s – Modernisation, Free-market Capitalism, and an 
Alternative Model of Five Stage Village Development  
Ratnapala (1999b, p.23) wrote that the second decade of the Sarvodaya Movement was 
characterised by more systematic development. The movement had acquired a ‘clear 
ideological basis, in a series of methods, techniques and strategies’. As the previous phase of 
the movement demonstrated how religion could be used to construct an alternative ideology 
for development, the analysis of this phase will show how this ideology could be expanded 
further into the creation of a framework of social reorganisation Here, Sarvodaya advocated 
an alternative method of bottom-up development called the Five Stage Village Development 
plan along with the process of Individual Awakening, Community Awakening, Village 
Awakening and National Awakening to break centre-peripheral exploitation and the urban-




In Sarvodaya’s second phase, organisational structures facilitated the fast spread of the 
movement (Ratnapala, 1999b, p.23). Sarvodaya was registered in the Sri Lankan Parliament 
in 1972 and gained legal recognition (Sarvodaya 2012/2013). It began to receive funding 
from foreign funders in the late 1960s and achieved the status of a Non-governmental 
organisation (NGO) in 1972 (Bond, 2004, p.24). Sarvodaya expanded its operations by 
establishing other associated centres and institutes such as the Gramodaya Centres (regional 
development centres) in the late 1960s. It built a leadership training institute for Buddhist 
monks in 1974 and founded the Sarvodaya Suwasetha Sewa Society for the delivery of aid to 
orphans and handicapped adults in 1975. Most significantly, Sarvodaya built a new 
headquarters for its operations in 1978 – which was called the Damsak Mandira (The Centre 
for the Wheel of Dharma) (Bond, 2004, pp.25-26).  
During this decade, Sarvodaya strengthened its philosophy through its Five Stage Village 
Development model in the 1970s. The strategy behind this model is what dependency 
theorists referred to as snapping the exploitative relationships between centres and 
peripheries. Critical of modernisation theories, dependency theorists demonstrated that the 
centre-periphery relationship operates at two levels, firstly between the core in the Global 
North and the peripheries in the Global South, and secondly, within all countries between the 
urban centres and rural peripheries. Within countries, these centre-periphery relationships 
create an urban-rural divide where the urban centres thrive from the resources extracted from 
the rural sectors, resulting in rural exploitation, poverty and marginalisation (Ghosh, 2001, 
p.5). Therefore, Sarvodaya’s Five Stage model, as I will argue, managed the risks associated 







Table 5: The Sarvodaya Five Stage Village Development Plan and the Corresponding 
Component of the Total Awakening Process. 
Stage  Main Activity Corresponding 
component of the total 
awakening process 
Stage 1 Problem analysis, identification of needs 
and sharing of one’s labour and time to 
perform services to benefit the community 
Individual Awakening 
Stage 2 Establishment of village level societies and 
groups 
Community Awakening 
Stage 3 Setting up programs to meet the basic needs 
of the village and setting up institutions 
 
Village Awakening 
Stage 4 Measures to produce income and 
employment within the village 
Stage 5 Support of other village communities National Awakening 
Author’s table. 
A.T. Ariyaratne developed the Five Stage Village Development model as outlined in the table 
above (Table 5) and explained in the stages below. Stage 1 of village development begins 
with problem analysis, identification of needs and sharing of one’s labour and time to 
perform services to benefit the community. A. T. Ariyaratne did not rely on outside experts 
for the development of rural villages, as mentioned above, he believed in the ability of 
villagers themselves to find solutions to their problems through self-reliance and collective 
action (Ratnapala, 1999b, p.14). As A. T. Ariyaratne (quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, p.14) 
stated: 
Our expert should be the rural villager himself. Let us educate him, make him 
revolutionize his personality and think of others around him, make him feel the 
strength of the united community and he would himself find the instant solution. 
So far what we have been doing is to introduce our solutions to him. 
Here A. T. Ariyaratne is advocating a bottom-up participatory development model, to address 
the problem of top-down approaches to rural development and focusing on individual and 
collective awakening and empowerment. These villagers were left marginalised, powerless 
and in poverty through the expert-focused, top-down bureaucratic methods of development 
that began with modernisation. The bureaucracy and red tape associated with the top-down 
model either resulted in the neglect of rural sector infrastructure development or created 




who worked in the field of rural development in the 1970s and 80s reflected that such delays 
from the side of the government were related both to the red-tape and the financial limitations 
of the government. Another significant difficulty for government officials at this time was the 
gap that existed between the government agents and the grassroots communities (Local 
Government Official 1 and 2, 2015). Although the development agents of the government 
were aware of participatory methodologies, they lacked the necessary tools and means for 
implementation. As a discussion with Local Government Officials 1 and 2 (2015) revealed, 
the government agents in the 70s and 80s lacked or did not have the required rapport with the 
villagers to implement bottom-up approaches. Neither did they have the tools to create a 
collaborative platform to unite the grassroots. 
By contrast, Sarvodaya’s bottom-up participatory method of development emphasised 
individual and collective awakening through establishing the Shramadana camps. A. T. 
Ariyaratne (1999b, p.42) explained the strength of Sarvodaya’s Shramadana method of 
development as follows: 
Shramadana camps are the places where the young and old, the educated and 
the illiterate, the privileged and the forgotten all meet and serve one another as 
equals … They are all participants in useful constructive activity such as 
developing a water resource to irrigate the village field, providing access roads 
to the village, putting a school building or community hall, carrying out a 
medical or health programme … In the camp all share the same food, the same 
facilities … The Shramadana camp with its songs and dance, work and study, 
truly become the ideal human family in microcosm where self-fulfilment and 
joy of living become a reality. 
Sarvodaya leaders together with the community conducted a survey of their village to 
determine its socio-economic status, its available resources and developmental requirements. 
The Sarvodaya leaders then guided the villagers to prioritise their needs and to address them 
one by one in the order of priority and resource availability. If water supply was the first 
priority, measures were taken to create a source of potable water. If road improvement was 
the second priority, the Shramadana effort was directed at constructing roads (Local 




A Shramadana camp was also an opportunity for urban and rural collaboration and thereby 
enabled the villages to establish networks and partnerships with the government, 
neighbouring villages, and other welfare organisations (A.T. Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 42). 
Knowledge could then be exchanged between the partners, yet, prominence was given to the 
local rural communities cultures and needs to determine appropriate development and 
technological strategies (Ariyaratne, 1978, p.102, 103).  
As the Local Government Official 2 (2015) reflecting on the situation in the 1970s and 80a, 
said, ‘Sarvodaya helped us to connect with the village level. Connecting at the village level 
for collaborative development work is something that government officials found very hard 
to do’. As the Local Government Official 2 (2015) further explained, the relationship that 
Sarvodaya had with rural communities was a very close and beneficial one:  
Officers like me come at a certain time, with a rank attached, and that creates a 
distance between the communities and us. But the leaders from the Sarvodaya 
were with the people, amongst them, calling them amma (mother), thaththa 
(father), akka/nangi (sister), aiya/malli (brother), so they had very close 
relationships. 
Furthermore, Sarvodaya’s Shramadana approach assisted with reducing the red-tape and the 
financial limitations of the government. In cases where the government had budgetary 
limitations, the government partnered with the Sarvodaya Movement to deliver the projects, 
often providing necessary technical support and equipment (Local Government Official 2, 
2015).  
From the late 1970s, Sarvodaya partnered with the government on numerous projects, to 
improve the condition of rural schools and impoverished rural villages. The United National 
Party (UNP) assumed power in 1977 and J.R. Jayawardene became the President of Sri 
Lanka. According to Bond (2004, p.71-73) the UNP came into power promising to rule the 
country based on Buddhist principles, notably of compassion and non-violence, which 
aligned with A. T. Ariyaratne’s and Sarvodaya’s vision. The highest office-bearers of the 
UNP government, both the president Jayawardene and Prime Minister R. Premadasa, also 
approved of Sarvodaya’s philosophy and approach. Prime Minister Premadasa initiated a 
rural development program called gamudawa (village flourishing) following Sarvodaya’s 
examples of rural village development and A. T. Ariyaratne was consulted by the government 




nationally through their close-collaboration with the government and this also significantly 
expanded their rural development programs, helping them to run more effectively and 
efficiently.  
As the local Government Official 2 (2015) commented, Sarvodaya partnered with the 
government’s program of 100,000 Aided Housing Schemes in the 1980s. The government 
contributed the land and the material to build houses for low income and middle income 
families through this scheme, while Sarvodaya assisted with providing the labour for these 
housing schemes. As the National Government Official 1 (2015) reflected, Sarvodaya’s 
contribution was a 'blessing' as the government alone could not have met the labour 
requirements to complete the housing projects. 
In terms of Stage 2 of community awakening, A. T. Ariyaratne noted: 
People’s participation should be the basis of economic development… All 
people’s groups should be made to come together. All ages, sexes, occupations 
thus come together. This entails the utilization of all formal and non-formal 
groups present among the people (Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 49). 
A. T. Ariyaratne (1999b, p. 48) also stated that ‘the individuals and the groups need parallel 
development’. Villagers who gathered in the Shramadana camps were grouped into areas of 
different expertise, according to age and type of interests (Ariyaratne, 1989b, p. 43). As A. T. 
Ariyaratne (1999d,104;) explained, the 'village human resources', typically comprised five 
groups, namely the children’s group (age 6-15), youth group (16+), mothers’ group, farmers’ 
group, and general elders’ group.  A. T. Ariyaratne (1999b, p.104) emphasised that groups 
were formed so that the, ‘opportunity is provided for as many people in the village as 
possible, young and old, to participate constructively and collectively in their own 
developmental efforts’. 
The children’s group was formed in the village to provide pre-school education for children 
belonging to economically disadvantaged families and the mothers’ group, was trained to run 
it. The pre-school educated the young children and also looked after their health and 
nutrition. A common garden was cultivated to grow nutritious vegetables for the children, 
and the children between the ages of one and 15 were provided with the opportunity to grow 
their own vegetable patch. A village fair was held to help the children sell their produce and 
the children were given education on how to save their money in a system of village-level 




of labour, the concept of leadership, and also to earn a living through activity for the common 
good of the village (Ariyaratne, 1999b, pp. 43-44).  
The youth group provided career training for young villagers, such as in, ‘carpentry, 
masonry, agriculture and animal husbandry, batik, printing, technological knowledge and 
technological training, etc.’ The mothers’ group actively contributed to running the pre-
school, home gardens and engaging in other economic activities such as sewing and animal 
husbandry. The elders’ group coordinated the activities of these other groups and also some 
of the elders formed Sarvodaya Shramadana Societies – the central grassroots decision-
making body of the villages (Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 44).  
Sarvodaya acknowledged that until the village reached a certain stage of development, the 
groups would require financial assistance and other resources beyond those produced by the 
village itself. Various types of seeds for cultivation, cement and tools for construction, and 
technological knowledge and support were thereby provided from outside, until their villages 
became more self-sufficient. These resources were acquired with assistance from the 
government and private philanthropic resources (Ratnapala, 1999, p.104). 
Sarvodaya assisted with the third stage of village awakening by establishing Sarvodaya 
Shramadana Societies (SSS), as democratic institutions to govern the village through bottom-
up grassroots participation (Ratnapala, 1999, p.104). Sarvodaya registered the societies in the 
Parliament, giving them legal recognition. During this period the SSSs performed many 
important roles in the village. They had the ability to acquire ownership of land for economic 
activities. The SSSs also functioned as micro-credit banks, granting loans and engaging in 
financial activities. They also provided advice on the villagers’ economic activities and 
directed their financial resources to areas of need (Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 45). Examples of this 
included the establishment and governance of, ‘pre-schools and elementary education, 
maternity and childcare, health and sanitation, village irrigation, agriculture and small 
industries, cooperatives and housing, village access roads, and small bridges’ (Ariyaratne, 
1999c, p.105). The Sarvodaya divisional or district centres also organised for village workers 
to be given training on ‘simple account keeping, marketing, project formulation, monitoring 
and evaluation’ (Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 45). This stage of village awakening, therefore aimed 
at creating total self-reliance or the self-sufficiency of the village. As Ariyaratne (1999b, p. 




At this stage, the village may not be fully self-financing. However, since 
Sarvodaya sees a difference between self-reliance and self-financing, it can be 
said that villages which belong to this stage are self-reliant in terms of 
development ideology, decision making and organisational structures, etc. 
Therefore, the SSS operated by the grassroots' leadership managed the economic resources 
within the village by way of land distribution and access, developing credit and saving 
facilities, and developing the opportunities to network with the surrounding villages for 
resource sharing and finding markets.  
By Stage 4 of village awakening, the village was expected to become completely 
independent, self-reliant and self-financing. The SSSs of the villages were expected to be 
able to assist the villagers to earn an income from local resources, establish other economic 
activities, provide employment and pay full time workers (Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 45). 
 In Stage 5 of national awakening, the self-financing and self-reliant villages were expected 
to connect with other lesser developed villages in a support network of five to ten villages 
(Ariyaratne, 1999b, p. 46). In late 1980s Stages 4 and 5 of Sarvodaya village development 
were still hypothetical, as no Sarvodaya village had yet achieved these higher levels of self-
reliance due to the predominant capitalist economic and political structures within the 
country, which didn’t focus on grassroots empowerment (Ratnapala, 1999, p.105).  
The urban-rural dependency that Sarvodaya’s Five Stage Village Development plan aimed at 
breaking was thereby not endorsed or supported by government policy.  Since independence 
from Britain in 1948 Sri Lanka has gradually moved towards a neoliberal economy. The Sri 
Lankan government officially established an open economy in 1978 adopting the World 
Bank’s structural adjustment programs. The government kept aligning their developmental 
policies with secular and capitalist ideologies, encouraging macro development initiatives for 
economic growth and social advancement. Sarvodaya’s religion-based approach to 
development differed from that of the government. The free market and macro-level 
government initiatives of development differed significantly from Sarvodaya’s micro-level 
culture and religion-based developmental ideology as it emphasised self-sufficiency of the 
country or at least rural regions.  Although the capitalist and free-market economy approach 
‘ran counter to the principles of the Sarvodaya Movement’, Sarvodaya stayed optimistic that 




Sarvodaya tried to guide the government towards more sustainable and micro-level culture-
based practices of development. However, by 1982 Sarvodaya had to clearly separate itself 
from the government’s political agendas, otherwise it ran the risk of being too 'political and 
identified with the elite power brokers' (Bond, 2004, p.73). At this time, A. T. Ariyaratne still 
hoped Sarvodaya could positively sway the government to work toward its ideals. He 
explained that, ‘Sarvodaya does not consider that confrontation with the government is the 
only path to the liberation of people and to the progress of the nation’ (Ariyaratne, 1982, p.19 
quoted in Bond, 2004, p.73). As A. T. Ariyaratne (1982, p.20 quoted in Bond, 2004, p.73) 
further elaborated: 
If a people’s movement, because of its integrity and record of service and its 
adherence to a code of ethics approved by the people can command the respect 
of the government, such a movement can undoubtedly influence the government 
to bring about accelerated social change, non-violently.  
According to Huber (2009, p.54), social movements becomes mature institutions of 
governance once they adopt collaborative attitudes that reflect values of governance instead 
of mere confrontation and resistance to change. A. T. Ariyaratne’s position in this phase, 
therefore, demonstrated Sarvodaya’s maturity as a social movement that was able to 
collaborate with dominant actors of development. 
In order to set a common goal for development for both Sarvodaya and the government, and 
staying true to Sarvodaya’s culture and spirituality-based ideals, A. T. Ariyaratne designed 
Sarvodaya’s Ten Basic Needs to be met by all development projects. These included ‘1) A 
clean environment 2) A clean and adequate water supply 3) Minimum clothing requirements 
4) A balanced diet 5) Simple housing 6) Basic healthcare 7) Simple communication facilities 
8) Minimum energy requirements 9) Total and continuing education for all 10) Cultural and 
spiritual needs’ (Bond, 2004, p.17). By doing so, Sarvodaya sought to establish its ideology 
of a 'no poverty, no affluence society' (Bond 2004, p.17). Sarvodaya equated excessive 
growth and consumerism to the Buddhist concept - in Pali - of kamasukallikanuyoga (too 
much into worldly pleasures) and excessive poverty to the other extreme attakilamatanuyoga 
(the complete denial of the world). Instead, Sarvodaya applied the Buddhist concept of 
Majjimapatipada (The Middle Way) for its Ten Basic Needs model of development – of 
simple living and no desire. Since both Sarvodaya and the government shared a common 




p.24), and Sarvodaya was able to establish secular-religious collaborative networks for risk 
governance with state actors. This equates with Johnston’s (2013, pp.3-4) argument that 
faith-based leaders and movements could inform even growth oriented actors of modern 
capitalism, such as states, regarding more culture-based models of development,  and  
Halafoff’s (2013) concept of multi-actor peace building networks that she observed in her 
research on multifaith movements.     
 
Conclusion 
Colonialism led Sri Lanka into a centre-periphery relationship with Europe. Sri Lankan 
independence failed to free the nation from this dependency as it was carried forward by the 
Sri Lankan post-colonial governments’ export oriented economic activities. Western-
educated Sri Lankan elites implemented modern, scientific methods of development and 
governance strategies and viewed local Sri Lankan cultures, traditions and religions as 
backward social institutions. The postcolonial government’s developmental paradigms and 
imperial attitudes created extreme poverty and social and economic marginalisation, 
particularly of the Sri Lankan rural sector, and failed to address issues facing rural 
communities especially those related to caste-based inequalities.  
It is within this context that A.T. Ariyaratne introduced the Buddhism-based framework of 
development through his activities in the Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement, using the 
Buddhist concepts of the Four Noble Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path. At the micro level 
(individual), the Buddhist framework created constructive values for development through 
thoughts and acts of loving kindness, compassionate action and joy in the joy of others. 
Shramadana, the voluntary donation of labour, also contributed to meso (community) level 
development through providing physical infrastructure.  
Sarvodaya’s first phase, from its inception in the early 60s through to the early 70s, focused 
on Buddhist-based rural development at the individual and community levels. In its second 
phase Sarvodaya became a large scale Non-Governmental Organisation and expanded their 
Buddhist framework of development to focus more on the institutional level through their 
Five Stage Village Development model, focused on Individual, Community, Village and 
National Awakening. During these phases Sarvodaya also initiated more collaborative 
models of development and risk governance working in partnership with state actors and 




development and multi-actor peace building networks in action in the Global South, which 
well-predated similar theories that emerged in development studies and the sociology of 
religion at the turn of the 21st century.  
The Buddhist nationalist movement during the time of colonialism included a fusion between 
modernity and a cultural revival of tradition, that created a particular Sri Lankan modernity 
that was not entirely secular. The state’s endorsement of the Sinhalese race and Buddhism as 
the main religion led to ethnic and religious marginalisation of other large and small minority 
groups in Sri Lankan society. In Sri Lankan modernity, religion was not pushed into the 
private sphere, which according to Casanova (1994) was the main aspect of secularisation.  
This trend remains up to the present era of neoliberalism. Sarvodaya also revived Buddhist 
values for socio-economic development. However, Sarvodaya’s use of religion and culture 
focused on grass-roots development founded on spiritual core values found in Buddhism. 
Sarvodaya’s treatment of culture in these two phases, assumed an internal homogeneity of 
Buddhist culture in Sri Lanka at this time, which Sarvodaya self-reflexively addressed in its 
later phases in response to concerns regarding the rise of Sinhala Buddhist identity politics 
and political violence at the state level.   
The next chapter, Chapter Six, examines Sarvodaya’s Phase 3, from the 1980s-1990s, and 
Phase 4 from the 1990s-2000s, and particularly how the Sri Lankan government’s Sinhala 
Buddhist nationalism and Sri Lanka’s ethnic war impacted on Sarvodaya’s engaged Buddhist 
frameworks of development and risk governance and how Sarvodaya adapted its strategies in 





Chapter Six – The Sarvodaya Movement during the 1980s and 
2000s 
Introduction 
The previous chapter, Chapter Five, examined how A.T. Ariyaratne, the Sarvodaya 
Movement’s founder, created an alternative framework of development for rural communities 
based on engaged Buddhism. In its first phase Sarvodaya worked mainly with individuals and 
rural communities, at micro and meso levels, who donated their labour following Sarvodaya’s 
Shramadana approach. Upon becoming an NGO and receiving foreign funding for 
development, Sarvodaya began to work on the institutional macro level in partnership with 
the national government and international developmental agencies. During its second phase, 
in the 1970s, tensions already began to emerge within these partnerships between 
Sarvodaya’s framework of engaged Buddhism and the government’s secular models of 
development. Although the government was partnering with Sarvodaya to create a bridge to 
the grassroots and deliver effective rural development, government policy in Sri Lanka 
increasingly became secular and open market oriented, encouraging globalisation. At the 
same time, the presidents who assumed power in the national government reproduced a 
patriotic Sinhala Buddhist rhetoric in their self-representation. I construct Sarvodaya’s Phases 
3 and 4 within this context of the governments’ developmental policy changes and their 
nationalistic Sinhala Buddhist discourse. I examine how Sarvodaya’s developmental and risk 
governance framework evolved in response to these tensions so as to continue to address the 
needs of rural communities. They are: 
Phase 3: 1980s – 1990s – Political upheavals, religion-based nationalism and Sarvodaya’s 
mass-consciousness raising 
Phase 4: 1990s – 2000s – Conflict resolution, sustainable development and Sarvodaya’s 
spiritual development approach 





Phase 3: 1980s – 1990s – Political Upheavals, Religion-based Nationalism 
and Sarvodaya’s Mass-consciousness Raising 
In collaboration with the national government and its international donors, Sarvodaya kept 
expanding as an organisation during the period of the 1970s to the 1980s. Sarvodaya 'was 
working in over four thousand villages' in the beginning of the 1980s and the then Prime 
Minister of Sri Lanka, Ranasinghe Premadasa spoke of Sarvodaya’s work in high esteem 
(Bond 2004, p.26). Sarvodaya’s international recognition was 'boosted again' as Belgium 
celebrated Ariyaratne’s efforts on international development with the King Baudouin Award 
in 1982 (Bond, 2004, p.26). However, the decade between the 80s and 90s presented 
Sarvodaya with financial and political challenges, which mostly emanated from its rapid 
growth and national and international partnerships. Bond (2004, p.26) summarised the issues, 
‘The combination of rapid growth through outside funding and the affiliation with the 
government’s development programs, however, eventually led Sarvodaya to a crisis of 
identity’.  
From 1983 until 1993, the collaborative relationships between Sarvodaya, the Sri Lankan 
Government and international donors were disrupted. Significant differences emerged 
between Sarvodaya’s socially engaged Buddhism and the government’s Buddhist 
nationalism, causing a political conflict between them.  During this ten year period, 
Sarvodaya faced political as well as financial instability as their donors withdrew a large 
percentage of their funding.  
Since independence, the post-colonial Sri Lankan ruling elites focused on the Sinhala 
Buddhist majority (N. Perera, 1998) for political gains leading to tensions amongst other 
ethnic groups.  Although the country’s Parliamentary constitution was secular, the leaders of 
the government endorsed a Sinhala Buddhist rhetoric, which marginalised other ethnicities in 
the country, especially the second ethnic majority, the Tamils (Bond, 2004, p.72 & 75). As a 
result, in 1976 a party called the Tamil United Liberation Front (TULF) demanded a separate 
Tamil state named 'Tamil Eelam' (N. Perera, 1998, p.162). Moreover, whereas Sarvodaya 
practised an engaged form of Buddhism in their development activities, the United National 
Party (UNP) government, which assumed power in 1977 followed a 'nationalistic, 
capitalistic, and individualistic Buddhism' (Bond, 2004, p. 72, 75). These tensions became 




between the Sinhalese and Tamils (Rajcoomar et al., 1996) in the north and east of Sri Lanka 
in 1983, where the majority of the Tamil population lived.   
As Loomba (2015) noted, colonial governance creates racial and religious separatist attitudes. 
This was true in the case of Sri Lanka, and patriotic Sinhala Buddhism, which arose in 
colonial Sri Lanka, became a risk in the postcolonial period. As Berkwitz (2012) and 
McMahan (2012) described, the project of ‘Modern Buddhism’ in Sri Lanka reclaimed a 
socially engaged (King, 2012, p.196) authentic Buddhism as a progressive religion, which 
promoted rationality, ethics, cosmopolitanism, social and environmental activism, altruistic 
social service, rural development and the participation of women and the laity in society 
(McMahan, 2012, p. 163, 173). Modern Buddhism also embraced Buddhist based 
nationalism, which was initially a positive empowering force during the colonial era, yet 
became a political tool of ethnic and religious divisions in postcolonial Sri Lanka (McMahan, 
2012, p.173). As discussed in the previous chapter, these dynamics demonstrate a different 
kind of modernity within Sri Lanka that fused modern Western trends with traditional 
Buddhist ideals, that generated both opportunities and risks. 
As Bond (2004, p.27) explained, Sarvodaya began to stand up against the risks of ethnic 
violence and the government role in exascerbating ethnic conflict in the 1980s: 
 [W]ith the ethnic conflict erupting in the north and economic problems 
emerging in the south, Ariyaratne and the Sarvodaya Movement protested 
against the government in much the same way and over many of the same issues 
as the government’s most vocal critics…  
After July 1983, when violent riots broke out both in the north and south of Sri Lanka, 
Sarvodaya organised many peace marches and programs, (Bond, 2002, pp.30-39), becoming 
a 'peace movement' (Bond 2004, p.30) during this time. The first response of Sarvodaya was 
to set up refugee camps and to aid victims of the violence (Bond, 2004, p.30). Sarvodaya 
became one of the most significant peace building institutions in Sri Lanka that responded to 
the conflict between the Tamils and the Sinhalese. Prior to 1983, Sarvodaya had undertaken 
development programs in all the areas where Sinhalese, Tamils and Muslims resided. There 
were leaders working for Sarvodaya from all around the country who were of all religions 
and ethnicities (Bond, 2004, p.30). As Bond (2004, p.30) further noted, ‘[s]ince Sarvodaya 




history, it could claim with accuracy to have been attempting to overcome ethnic differences 
even before the conflict exploded into riots’. 
Given Sarvodaya’s success in developmental work, Sarvodaya’s donors also encouraged 
Sarvodaya to play an active role in peace building (Bond, 2004, p.31). Sarvodaya thereby 
assumed a 'national role' (Bond, 2004, p.31) in conflict resolution through various initiatives. 
The first was a major conference held on October 1, 1983, in which around two thousand 
people participated (Bond, 2004, p.31). As Bond (2004, p.31) described, ‘[d]elegates came 
from all of the major political parties, religious groups, Sinhala, Tamil, and Muslim 
communities, and all strata of society’. At the end of the two-day conference, Sarvodaya 
singed a People’s Declaration for National Peace and Harmony and endorsed their framework 
for conflict resolution through nonviolence.  
It was around this time that Sarvodaya began to speak about spirituality, as opposed to 
religion, as an approach to transforming conflict that was based on ethnic and religious 
identities. Ariyaratne argued for an ecumenical spirituality in finding a common ground 
between all religions of all ethnicities in Sri Lanka. As Bond (2004, p.13, 31) explained, the 
Sarvodaya notion of ecumenical spirituality means an underlying spiritual unity, an essence 
of all religions, regardless of their historical, political, or ritualistic (Bond, 2004, p.13) 
practices. The People’s Declaration for National Peace and Harmony, although mostly drawn 
from the Buddhist concepts of Four Noble Truths, represented this ecumenical spirituality for 
Ariyaratne (Bond, 2004, pp.31-32). Sarvodaya’s shift from using Buddhist religion as the 
foundation of its development strategy to a more ecumenical spirituality demonstrates how 
Sarvodaya reconstructed its main point of reference through a reflexive process. As pointed 
out in the previous chapter, Sarvodaya did not initially make reference to the multiplicity of 
cultures and spiritualities in Sri Lanka in its earlier phases. Albiet still drawing from 
Buddhism, Sarvodaya in this third phase incorporated spirituality as the common unifier of 
all religious beliefs. 
Sarvodaya continued to organise 'major and minor peace marches', in 1984 to 1986 (Bond, 
2004, p.34). In 1987 India intervened in the war, sending a large army for peacekeeping. 
Sarvodaya created a program called the People’s Peace Offensive (PPO) in response to this, 
as an ‘alternative to the political and military attempts at creating a solution to the conflict’ 
(Bond, 2004, p.35). As a part of their peace initiative Sarvodaya also ran relief activities in 




Reconciliation, Reconstruction, and Reawakening’ (Bond, 2004, p.35). Bond (2004, p.35) 
explained how Sarvodaya’s Five Rs were applied in the context of war in the 1980s: 
Through this program the Sarvodaya Movement shifted its work in the conflict 
areas from a focus on development to one of relief for people displaced by the 
war. These activities were carried out by Sarvodaya workers in eleven districts 
in the north and east, including Ampara, Batticaloa, Jaffna, Kalmunai, Kantale, 
Kilinochchi, Mannar, Mullaitivu, Trincomalee, Vavuniya South and Vavuniya 
North. Sarvodaya used its village network to provide food for the refugees, 
conduct medical clinics, construct shelters, and rebuild houses and schools for 
those affected by the conflict. Other activities included tree planting campaigns, 
sewing classes, and trauma counselling. 
Sarvodaya later adopted their 5R framework for post-disaster reconstruction in the aftermath 
of the 2004 tsunami, which will be examined in detail in Chapters Seven to Ten.  
In 1988, the former Prime Minister R. Premadasa, who was a great admirer of Sarvodaya’s 
rural development programs, became the President. Sarvodaya was initially hopeful as they 
had worked in close cooperation with Premadasa’s gamuwada (village flourishing) projects, 
described in the previous chapter. However, these hopes were soon dashed when Premadasa 
also began to evoke an extreme form of identity politics, based on Buddhist nationalism, so 
as to maintain the ‘unity’ of Sri Lanka. Premadasa oppressed the Tamil ethnic freedom 
fighters with violence and liked to imagine himself as a Buddhist ruler and protector of 
Buddhism (van der Horst, 1995). He equated himself to the Emperor Ashoka of India (van 
der Horst, 1995, p.51), the first ruler to unite India, who reigned with many years of bloody 
conquest. His battle in Kalinga, the bloodiest of all, which resulted in more than 100,000 
deaths made him contemplate the overwhelming destruction brought by war and conquest. 
Consequently, Ashoka adopted Buddhist philosophy after an encounter with a Buddhist monk 
in the war-struck fields of Kalinga and pledged to create a Dharmic society (van der Horst, 
1995, p.51). Ashoka later spread Buddhism to Sri Lanka, in the 3rd Century BC, by sending 
his ordained son Venerable Mahinda there as a part of his mission and as a gesture of 
goodwill between the two countries. Premadasa, who engaged in continuous suppression of 
the rebel group the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), misrepresented Ashokha’s 




and antagonism and fighting the war with nationalistic Buddhist rhetoric (van der Horst, 
1995, p.52). 
Since Sarvodaya’s leader, Ariyaratne, was advocating and campaigning for a Gandhian-
Buddhist non-violent response to the ethnic conflict, the President began to see Sarvodaya as 
a threat. As Bond (2004, p.81) observed, ‘Premadasa recognised that Ariyaratne posed a 
threat to his spiritual and political leadership, especially among the poor who had been a 
major factor in electing him’. Ariyaratne, through his Sarvodaya meditation camps and peace 
movement promoted bottom-up action to counter violence throughout 1983-1997. Sarvodaya 
drew on Gandhi’s notion of ahimsa (harmless existence) and swaraj (self-rule), and the 
Buddhist ideal of samacariya (peaceful living with all beings) to create a social revolution 
against the oppressive top-down violence of the government (Bond, 2004, p.81-82). In 
perceiving a threat from the Sarvodaya Movement to his Buddhist leadership, the President 
initiated personal attacks against Ariyaratne and Sarvodaya. These took the form of media 
misrepresentations of Sarvodaya’s work and also restrictions on or termination of funds from 
the government. The government managed to suspend loans to Sarvodaya from the Central 
Bank of Sri Lanka (Bond, 2004, p.83). The President also carried out a 'Presidential 
Commission of Inquiry on Nongovernmental Organizations' targeting the Sarvodaya 
Movement as a corrupt institution, albeit unsuccessfully (Bond, 2004, p.83). 
In the face of these disturbances, Ariyaratne announced that the Sarvodaya Movement no 
longer wished to collaborate with the government. Sarvodaya instead chose to engage only 
with rural communities to recreate its powerbase and reemphasised its vision for an 
alternative social order based on non-violence (Bond, 2004, pp.83-84). As Ariyaratne (quoted 
in Bond 2004, pp.83) argued, ‘the law of Dharma and the law of the people are higher than 
the law of the state; and when the law of the state violates the two higher forms of law, the 
people have a responsibility to oppose the government’.  
Ariyaratne also disapproved of the government’s economic and environmental policies at the 
time (Bond, 2004, p.50). As J. Perera et al. (1992, p.168) argued, President Premadasa’s open 
economic policies lacked proper planning or involved unrealistic goals, such as when 
Premadasa pledged to open ‘200 garment factories in 200 days at an average of one per day’. 
As Sarvodaya’s ideal of development was micro-scale bottom-up participatory growth, they 
found these large scale spontaneous projects to be violations of the natural environment and 




In the past, Sarvodaya always tried to cooperate with the development efforts 
of the government and the private sector, hoping to influence them to follow 
Sarvodaya’s vision. But during the 1980s and 1990s, what the Sarvodaya 
leaders already knew was confirmed: a basic difference existed between 
Sarvodaya’s approach and that of the government and private agencies. While 
the government focused increasingly on top-down, macrodevelopment projects 
such as major irrigation systems and power-generating dams, Sarvodaya 
endeavoured to transform the grassroots conditions in the villages. Sarvodaya 
became more critical of the government’s economic policies, because although 
they were designed to alleviate poverty by bringing industrialization and 
modernization to the island, they actually made the situation worse. 
In order to contest the economic and political direction of the government, Ariyaratne 
introduced a new political process in 1992, which he named the critical mass of spiritual 
consciousness and consensus politics (Bond, 2004, p.29).   As noted above, Ariyaratne 
believed that the core of all religions is spirituality, and includes a message of peace, love and 
harmless coexistence. Ariyaratne used this notion of ecumenical spirituality to create a 
community of likeminded people who would uphold the values of peace and justice, which 
he called the critical mass of spiritual consciousness. This equates with views of development 
and religious studies scholars who have argued that spirituality can be seen as the essence of 
religion (Marshall, 2017) and can exist both within and outside religious institutions 
(Ammerman, 2013). 
During this period Ariyaratne spoke extensively about spirituality as a universal feeling that 
all religions attempt to cultivate in their followers. All religions, he argued could be divided 
into an 'outer form' and an 'inner content'. The outer form represents the various ways in 
which the believer conducts the rituals, customs and practices and Ariyaratne called this the 
'mechanical level' or the 'material culture'. But, the inner content of religion, what Ariyaratne 
(1999a, p. 107) named the 'spiritual culture of religion' shares in common the virtues of 
'respect for life, compassion, contentment, forgiveness and peace'. Ariyaratne (1999a, pp. 
107-108) made a clear distinction between the spiritual culture and the material culture of 
religion, in which the spiritual culture has the potential to create lasting peace and 
cooperation. By contrast, he thought that the material culture has the potential to displace 
peace and cooperation and create conflict. Clinging too much to the material culture of 




driver that inspires violence and conflict. In Ariyaratne’s understanding, identifying with the 
outer form of religion is easy, but the most difficult challenge is to transcend the outer 
culture. When successful, this transcendence leads to inner content and practices of 
cooperation, unity, and compassion (Ariyaratne, 1989a, p. 107).  
Within this context, Ariyaratne believed that the critical mass of consciousness, if generated 
in this way, could transfer power to people which would enable them to take action against 
the political structures that create inequality and injustice (Bond, 2004, pp.87-90). Consensus 
politics would arise from amongst the spiritual community who would choose what is right 
for them in mutual agreement, replacing party politics that inevitably leads to separatism 
(Bond, 2004, pp.87-90). As Bond described, Ariyaratne envisioned creating this political 
system by forming a network of 25,000 village republics as a bottom-up command to 
challenge the top-down power of the government and multinational corporations. In 
Ariyaratne’s vision, as Bond (2004, p.88) explained, ‘[w]hen this kind of consensus political 
system develops in the village, the village network will have the potential for national and 
global governance’.  
As Sarvodaya prepared for this spiritual uprising, it also faced significant challenges from its 
donors. In 1986 five major donor agencies (Sarvodaya’s largest funder from the Netherlands 
NOVIB, the Canadian International Development Agency, NORAD of Norway, ITDG of UK 
and Helvetas of Switzerland) established a consortium to regulate the funding they provided 
to Sarvodaya and gradually started demanding control over Sarvodaya’s operations. The 
donors claimed that Sarvodaya lacked transparency in their spending. The donors demanded 
three new changes to the way that Sarvodaya functioned (Bond, 2004, p.53). Firstly, they 
wanted to differentiate between Sarvodaya’s operations as a movement and as an 
organisation, and only wanted to fund Sarvodaya’s organisational development activities, and 
not its political activities.  Secondly, the donors wanted Sarvodaya to centralise its 
administration and hire professionals to conduct its major areas of operation and to regulate 
the way that Sarvodaya spent its funds. Finally, they insisted that Sarvodaya quantify its 
development activities, whereas previously, Sarvodaya had defined and reported 
development in qualitative and largely spiritual terms (Bond, 2004, p.54). These demands, as 
Bond (2004, p.53) described, produced a conflict of interest between the donors and 
Sarvodaya. J. Perera (1995, p. 874) recounted an incident to illustrate the pressure Sarvodaya 




…the donor attitude became more bureaucratic and rigid. The Project Director 
of NOVIB on a visit to Sarvodaya in August 1993, responded to our appeals 
only by making a firm statement that 'We are not interested in philosophy. For 
NOVIB development is a business. There is nothing idealistic about it. 
Sarvodaya should conform to a businesslike relationship with NOVIB’. 
These discrepancies between Sarvodaya and the donors led to the donors withdrawing 40% 
of their financial support in 1993 (Bond, 2004, p.55). At this stage Sarvodaya clearly faced 
what Garilao (1987, p.118) called the 'trap of dependency' that NGOs face when relying on 
sponsorship to fund their activities. Perera (1987, p.874) explained the consequences of this 
dependency as follows:  
The natural expansion of the Movement from village to village was interrupted. 
The evolutionary process strengthening the organizations at village level and 
upwards and incorporating them as legally independent entities capable of 
planning and sustaining themselves was severely affected. While bottom-up 
processes were working in one direction, top-down systems were imposed by 
numerous recommendations from monitors. Evaluators, consultants and donors 
literally took over the policy and decision-making functions trying to convert 
the Sarvodaya Movement into a mere delivery mechanism. The search for an 
alternative path to sustainable development Sarvodaya was following was 
hardly understood by them. The principles of decentralisation, people's 
participation and bottom-up planning had no value to the consortium. It wanted 
a powerful and centralised financial and administrative structure (J. Perera, 
19995, p.874). 
The oppression felt by the donors also made Sarvodaya re-evaluate their values (Bond, 2004, 
pp.53-55). Sarvodaya maintained its commitment to shramadana based development that 
they had upheld since 1958 and turned to its communities for support to further expand its 
operations when it lost its donor funding. By 1994, Sarvodaya had expanded its presence and 
assistance to 10,000 rural villages ending almost a decade of political and financial struggles, 




As Bond (2004, p.54) observed, while Sarvodaya was a pioneer of human-centred and 
sustainable development, the donors’ withdrawal of funding was out of step with global 
development trends: 
The irony of the consortium placing demands on Sarvodaya to modify its vision 
of a sustainable, human-centred development program is that it was forcing 
Sarvodaya off its course of development at the very time when many 
development experts in the world development community were beginning to 
endorse viewpoints similar to Sarvodaya’s. 
Bond further argued that the donor consortium was imposing demands on Sarvodaya that 
were contradictory to the human-centred model of sustainable development that was being 
promoted by the UNDP in the 1990s. He explained (2004, p.54): 
The United Nations Development Program’s 1994 Human Development 
Report, for example, called for a ‘new development paradigm’ that ‘puts people 
at the center of development, regards economic growth as a means and a not an 
end … and respects the natural system on which all life depends’. The report 
went on to say that development should enable ‘all individuals to enlarge their 
human capabilities to the full and to put those capabilities to their best use in all 
fields – economic, social, cultural, and political’ (UNDP 1994, p.4). 
 
Phase 4: 1990s- 2000s – Conflict Resolution, Sustainable Development and 
Sarvodaya’s Spiritual Development Approach 
The oppression of the Sarvodaya Movement ended following the assassination of President 
Premadasa in 1993, and Sarvodaya was then able to re-establish their national and 
international collaborative networks from the mid-1990s onward. In order to achieve 
effectiveness in delivery and to have a greater influence on what was termed ‘national’ 
development, Sarvodaya decided to again work together with the government and 
international donors, while maintaining its commitment to its spiritual values and peace 
building vision. As Bond (2004, p.94) described: 
While not abandoning its village development and relief projects, Sarvodaya 
has determined that it must go forward and try to realize its vision on the 




many NGOs in the country that can carry out development projects on the 
village level, but they feel that Sarvodaya may be the only NGO with sufficient 
strength and vision to chart new directions for society. 
Conflict resolution through nonviolent means remained one of Sarvodaya’s main areas of 
engagement in the 1990s. Ariyaratne introduced tolerance as part of his spiritual approach to 
development during this period. Tolerance, as Ariyaratne held, was not merely tolerance 
between humans, but rather a ‘basic state of the mind that accepts the right of every living 
thing to exist without wilful hindrances from others’. As Ariyaratne argued, ethnic, religious 
and racial tensions arise from this lack of tolerance, a lack of this mind quality. He believed 
that the lack of tolerance at the individual level or community level could escalate to become 
conflict at the national or international level. Therefore, Sarvodaya’s philosophy began to 
incorporate the idea of tolerance into the awakening process (Ratnapala, 1999b, ii). As 
Ratnapala (1999b, ii) described: 
Tolerance is the key to modern living – whether it is by oneself, or in a 
community or in a nation, or finally as a member of not only the human species, 
but with all other living and non-living beings. It is here that the individual 
development expounded by Ariyaratne in the early Sarvodaya philosophy 
becomes important. Individual or personality development begins first in the 
family; then in the community, the nation and the entire world…This was 
envisaged by him then, and now he has realised that – with a deeper vision. It 
is the dimension of tolerance that makes all these processes meaningful. 
In addition to conflict, Sarvodaya also responded to growing economic issues at the turn of 
the 20th century. While the war no-doubt reduced the quality of living in Sri Lanka and 
increased social inequalities, neoliberal economic policies and structural adjustments at the 
time also had a negative impact. Increasing privatisation of social services began to lower the 
living standards of Sri Lankans while increasing social inequalities. The government also 
failed to address growing economic and environmental risks affecting the rural level 
(Jayasuriya, 2010, pp.1-10).  
As a response to neoliberal social inequalities, Sarvodaya continued working on their vision 
of a 'no-poverty, no-affluence society' and endorsed this course of action in their plans for 
development for the five years from 2000 to 2005 (Bond, 2004, p.93). Ariyaratne equated the 




social unrest, intolerance, conflict and war. '[B]reakdown of age-old spiritual-moral value 
systems', as argued by Ariyaratne, was one among many reasons that caused these social and 
political tensions. '[P]sychological and physical environmental pollution', disruption to social 
harmony and the 'loss of fundamental human rights' were also the social ills created by 
capitalist modes of economic and political relations (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, 
p.9).  
To address these issues, Ariyaratne introduced a People’s Agenda for ‘Global Awakening’ to 
counter the two negatives of the capitalist world economy. He explained that the first, ‘is our 
own ignorant minds, which generate evil thoghts of greed and ill-will…’ and the second, ‘is 
our social, economic, and political structures in which these evil thoughts of greed and ill-will 
can be organized for collective manifestations’ (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b p.14). 
Ariyaratne interpreted the Global Awakening Process in the following way. 
The first step was to conduct individual awakening programs ‘in all communities of the world 
acccording to their own historical, cultural, and religious realities’ (Ariyaratne quoted in 
Ratnapala,  1996, p.10). Ariyaratne believed that the right kind of religious education was the 
key to eliminating the ills of the mind, as all religions advocate the mind purification, leading 
for example to the attainment of enlightenment in Buddhism or 'the realization of God' in 
theistic religions. Religious education should thereby encourage regular practice of 
mindfulness in parellel with other physical, psychological and social requirements of 
nutrition, healthcare, and group activities in the community (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 
1999b, pp.10-11).  
The second step for global awakening is to form groups at a community, national and 
international level based on like-minded practices. As Ariyaratne explained, ‘close 
relationships can be built up among ourselves based on both physical proximity and spiritual 
affinity. When enough people who share spiritual values and experiences come together, they 
generate a critical mass of spiritual consciousness that becomes a tangible reality and 
empowers much larger numbers of people’ (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, p.12). 
Ariyaratne believed that the Sarvodaya Shramadana message could spread across the Global 
North and the South alike. He also cited networks Sarvodaya established with international 
organisations, such as the Japanese Risso Kosei-kai, as exemplary of these global networks of 




The third step in global awakening he proposed was to promote, 'lifestyles based on 
universally accepted values, and sustainable, non-violent systems of distribution and 
consumption', across societies internationally. In this regard, he proposed the concept of Ten 
Basic Needs as a starting point, drawing on the Buddhist view of the Middle Path of avoiding 
'both self-mortification and self-indulgence' (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, p.13).  
The fourth step in global awakening was to create face-to-face communities, in order to build 
'strong spiritual, psychological, and social infrastructure'. Ariyaratne believed that face-to-
face communities were necessary to counter the effects of modern democracy which 
strengthens the power of the elite and provides no genuine power to the grassroots. He also 
noted that modern processes of democracy do not concentrate on eradicating poverty or the 
social structures that create disorder, violence, terrorism, conflict and all other forms of social 
ills (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b). As Ariyaratne emphasised, virtues such as, 
'Truth, non-violence, selflessness, beneficence, mortality, spirituality, forgiveness' cannot 
arise or flourish in capitalist corporatist economic and political systems. Such values can only 
be cultivated at the personal, family and small community levels. Therefore, as Ariyaratne 
proposed, in a face-to-face community of approximately 100 families who know each other 
and are able to conduct face-to-face interpersonal communication (Ariyaratne quoted in 
Ratnapala, 1999b, p.14) all members are expected to take individual responsibility for their 
actions and for the well-being of others (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, p.28). As 
they become self-reliant face-to-face communities could also engage in participatory 
democracy both in horizontal and bottom-up structures. Participatory democracy could also 
easily be established in such communities with common interests. As Ratnapala (1999b, 
p.15) elaborated: 
The political solution available is to awaken the individual and the community 
to form a participatory democracy. What Ariyaratne means here is a democracy 
comprising a sizable group of small communities managing their affairs by 
themselves with tolerance as their key principle. They depend on their 
resources, both human and material, sharing in every way with each other. i.e. 
with other communities far and near.  
The fifth stage of global awakening is described as, 'self-governing communities, globally, 
where spiritual, moral, cultural, social, economic, and political activities are under the direct 




People’s Agenda for Global Awakening reaches full actualisation, it becomes an alternative 
system of bottom-up governance that stands in contrast to the capitalist 'abuse of technology' 
which created hazardous environmental, ecological and social relations (Ariyaratne quoted in 
Ratnapala, 1999b, p.14-15).  
Today we observe how the world is in search of a meaningful development 
theory and practice. Development conceived purely along economic lines has 
not been able to do away with even abject primary poverty present all 
throughout the world. The international institutions such as the World Bank, 
IMF, UNDP etc. have miserably failed. The socialist façade has almost 
crumbled with the eventual fall of Soviet Power. The Capitalist world led by the 
western powers is gradually realizing the contradictory nature of its own 
development theory. The thinking few in the west at least are questioning the 
sanity of their own theory of development (Ratnapala, 1999b, p.51). 
Sarvodaya’s spiritual framework of sustainable development continued to draw on Buddhist 
teachings particularly the notion of interdependence, that Ariyaratne believed would provide 
a method to understand and address resource exploitation and exloitative economic growth: 
Society is composed of individuals, families, village communities, urban 
groups, national populations and humanity as a whole. We are all living on one 
planet and are commonly subjected to the limitations imposed by non-
renewable resources, ecological balances, climatic and temperature changes, 
environmental factors, psychological and social dependencies, physical 
survival, and other forms of animal and plant life. So the survival, existence, 
and awakening of every one of us is dependent on all other living and nonliving 
entities of our plant. (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, p.4). 
Instead of the Western notions of development that aims solely at economic development at 
the expense of the environment and human wellbeing, Ariyaratne argued for a 'holistic' 
interpretation of development (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, p.19). Holistic 
development, for Ariyaratne, focuses on Global at the ‘…. spiritual, moral, cultural, social, 
economic and political dimensions of human beings, the family, rural and urban 
communities, the national community and the world community.’ (Ariyaratne quoted in 




Ariyaratne referred back to the Four Noble Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path of Buddhism 
as the underlying spiritual foundation that constitutes the moral and spirtual dimension of 
holistic development (Ariyaratne quoted in Ratnapala, 1999b, pp. 26-27,51,53-67). 
Ariyaratne discouraged consumerist lifestyles and defined sustainable right livelihoods 
through the satisfaction of the Ten Basic Needs. As Ariyaratne argued, the satisfaction of Ten 
Basic Needs does not need large financial investments or macro projects, but only simply 
removing the obstacles in structures that prevent grassroots empowerment (Ariyaratne quoted 
in Ratnapala, 1999b, pp. 26-27). 
 
Conclusion 
Sarvodaya’s Phase 3 and Phase 4 further examined two periods in which Sarvodaya’s 
religion-based developmental philosophy evolved in response to the risks that continued to 
arise out of past colonial, postcolonial modernisation and neoliberal paradigms of 
development. 
In Phase 3, Sarvodaya’s alternative developmental framework of engaged Buddhism was 
challenged by a nationalistic Sinhala Buddhist discourse adopted by the Sri Lankan 
Governments and Presidents of the 1980s and 1990s. The way in which Buddhism was being 
used in both conflict and peace building in Sri Lanka during this period reflected ‘the 
ambivalence of the sacred’ (Appleby, 2000). In response to rising Buddhist nationalism and 
to resulting ethnic conflicts in Sri Lanka, Sarvodaya re-evaluated their use of Buddhist 
principles and transformed their framework of development and risk governance to a spiritual 
rather than religious approach. While still adhering to Buddhist concepts, Sarvodaya began to 
refer more to ecumenical spirituality and the underlying essence of all religions as their value 
base. They developed two concepts of a critical mass of spiritual conscience and consensus 
politics towards peace building and conflict resolution. The stand Sarvodaya took at this time 
demonstrated the integrity of Sarvodaya as an institution that chose to uphold its vision of 
culture and human-based development at the grassroots level.  
Sarvodaya's Phase 4 is focused on spiritual concepts of tolerance and interdependence, 
creating new models of Global Awakening and holistic development.  Ariyaratne 
demonstrated how these spiritual values, which were derived from world religions, could 
address the developmental limitations of western paradigms of modernisation and 




engagement in development and risk governance at micro, meso and macro levels through 
these conceptual innovations. However, in these latter phases, Sarvodaya’s frameworks of 
development increasingly shifted away from its earlier anti-colonial stance, and began to fuse 
the local cultural and spiritual dimensions of their developmental ideals with more secular 
and global principles of good governance, such as of sustainable development. 
Chapters Seven to Ten examine Sarvodaya’s framework of holistic development, focused on 
Sarvodaya’s evolved use of a more includive spirituality in response to the acknowledgement 
of the internal cultural and religious diversity within the Sri Lankan context. The analysis is 
focused on the three spheres of Consciousness, Economics and Power. This study looks at 
how these were applied to post disaster reconstruction in Sarvodaya’s Phase 5 which took 





Chapter Seven – Relief and Reconstruction – The Physical 
Rebuilding of Sarvodaya’s Post-tsunami Resettlement Villages 
Introduction 
Chapters Five and Six examined the ways in which the Sarvodaya Movement’s culture-based 
framework evolved over four phases, from the early 1960s to the early 2000s, in response to 
the developmental needs of rural Sri Lanka, addressing various risks generated by major 
paradigms of development, such as rural poverty and also ethnic separatism. I argue that 
Sarvodaya began a fifth phase in the early 2000s in response to the impact of the 2004 Indian 
Ocean tsunami in Sri Lanka by entering into new fields of post-disaster reconstruction and 
redevelopment. As V. Ariyaratne (2015), the General Secretary of the Sarvodaya Movement, 
explained: 
Sarvodaya has been involved in disaster relief work since the 1960s. There have 
been floods and also major disasters like cyclones, especially the cyclone in 
1978. Also there was the Kantale dam breach. Sarvodaya has always been active 
in disaster relief and disaster management. However, after the tsunami, those 
efforts got much more organised and then we went beyond, we went into large 
scale resettlement and reconstruction. These were new fields.   
In response to the 2004 tsunami, Sarvodaya further modified its spirituality-based model of 
development at a time of climate change and increased severity of natural disasters (V. 
Ariyaratne, 2015). I refer to this period from the early 2000s to mid-2010s, as Sarvdaya’s 
Phase 5. During this time, Sarvodaya applied its 5R model of Relief, Reconstruction, 
Rehabilitation, Reconciliation and Reawakening to assist tsunami affected villages rebuild 
their lives.  
Widely accepted frameworks of post-disaster responses typically include stages of relief, 
rehabilitation and reconstruction (UNISDR, 2007, p.5).  Relief activities begin immediately 
after a disaster and usually last a few weeks to months. They include providing ‘medical 
attention, body identification, clearing away rubble, debris, providing transport access, 
providing survival requirements (water purification kits, cooking utensils, food, safe areas, 
relocation, shelter), and general living and psychological support’ (Seneviratne, 2011, p.38 ). 
Rehabilitation involves the restoration of previous economic and social activities of disaster 




only rebuilding destroyed physical structures but also the environments, livelihoods, 
economies, as well as cultures and traditions of the disaster affected, and this is a longer term 
endeavour (Matsumaru and Takeya, 2015, pp. 4, 140). 
Building upon these concepts, in his interview with me, V. Ariyaratne (2015) described how 
Sarvodaya created its ‘own kind of holistic approach towards disaster risk-reduction and 
reconstruction’, with its 5Rs by adding Reconciliation and Reawakening to the process. In 
Sarvodaya’s 5Rs, Relief involves providing immediate assistance to the disaster affected 
communities, which is similar to the general definition of relief in post disaster aid. 
Reconstruction is the rebuilding or restoration of damaged and destroyed infrastructure. 
Rehabilitation is the stage where communities begin to rebuild their lives with the help of 
Sarvodaya. Reconciliation aims at implementing peace building programmes keeping in mind 
the ethnic and religious diversity of the affected. And, Reawakening is the ambition to 
actualise the full human potential, which is ‘a comprehensive process taking place in the 
spiritual, moral, cultural, social, economic and political levels’ of holistic development (V. 
Ariyaratne, 2015).  
As V. Ariyaratne (2015) further explained, the 5Rs are situated within three overlapping 
spheres of Consciousness, Economics and Power.  
 






People's control over 











Sarvodaya (2013, p.13) 
The Consciousness Sphere is focused on the spiritual development of Sarvodaya 
communities. As shown in Phases 1-3 (1960s-1990s), Sarvodaya initially drew primarily on 
Buddhist teachings yet gradually expanded their doctrinal framework to an ecumenical 
spirituality pertaining to all religions. As A.T.  Ariyaratne (2016) explained: 
There are three limitations within ourselves. Desires, anger, and ignorance. In 
Sanskrit these are known as loba, dvesha, moha. Those three should be 
eliminated. Then spiritual development is, as far as you can, preventing yourself 
from the thoughts of loba (desire), dvesha (anger), and moha (ignorance) and 
cultivating attitudes that are counter to those. Develop wisdom, loving kindness, 
generosity, forgiveness, and calmness. Feelings like these are spiritual and all 
religions talk about this spirituality. 
V. Ariyaratne (2015) also stated that: 
Spirituality, we simply define as the inner-connection you have with yourself, 
starting with ‘who am I?’ and trying to understand why am I doing this? Why 
am I engaged in the work that I’m doing? So that is your inner connection with 
yourself, which forms the foundation on which your relationship with others 
and everything external depends. So it includes inner peace, inner realisations, 
your strengths, and limitations, and also your conscious understanding of 
reality. 
As shown in Diagram 1, the Consciousness Sphere, placed at the top, was allocated the 
highest priority in Sarvodaya’s development work when they first introduced this Three 
Sphere Model.  
The Economic Sphere is also an essential dimension of Sarvodaya’s holistic development 
strategy. Sarvodaya’s main aim is to ‘harmonize modern economic theory with the age-old 
wealth of spiritual value’. In the Consciousness Sphere, Sarvodaya villagers learn and 
internalise the notion of interdependence. These individuals and groups are then expected to 
become sensitive to the ways in which the economic production takes place in the village, 
and in doing so, they will prioritise fair, ethical and environmentally sustainable production 
that incorporates the values of social justice for all members of the community. In order to 




will develop spiritual-values-based partnerships with outside organisations or surrounding 
villages. These partnerships and relationships will be used to find stable and sustainable 
solutions to pressing environmental/social risks faced by the communities (Sarvodaya, 2013, 
p.14). 
Moreover, and as described in Chapters Five and Six, in place of the capitalist values of 
surplus extraction through land, labour and capital, Sarvodaya proposed an economic system 
‘which avoids both affluence and poverty and generates a middle course which permits a 
simple lifestyle for all’ (Sarvodaya, 2013, p.14) — a proposal drawing directly on the 
Buddhist Middle Way principle. In the Economic Sphere, Sarvodaya also emphasises the 
importance of locality. While global neoliberal development is dependent on the maximum 
utilisation of the available human capacity and natural resources, A.T. Ariyaratne (2016) 
believes that these resources should be mobilised from the locality in accordance with the 
Sarvodaya principle of self-reliance. A.T. Ariyaratne (2016) continues to refuse mega-
projects as a necessary component of development and encourages the use of more 
appropriate grassroots technology. In Sarvodaya’s terms, grassroots technology means 
technologies that are not centrally controlled, capital intensive, top-down impositions. 
Grassroots technologies work in harmony with the community’s intuitive wisdom.  A 'middle 
way economy' satisfies the needs of communities with an intention of delivering production 
that is sustainable. To achieve this outcome, Sarvodaya developed the concept of Ten Basic 
Needs in its second Phase, and continued to apply it in Phases 3-5, in post-disaster 
reconstruction and re-development (Sarvodaya, 2013, p.14).  
Power is also a main pillar of Sarvodaya’s holistic development model. The Sarvodaya Power 
Sphere contains the ideals of grassroots’ leadership, good governance, and ultimately 
people’s control over governing institutions which serve them. The Power Sphere aims for 
bottom-up grassroots participation in decision making and project management where ‘power 
is really with the people at [the] community level’ (Sarvodaya, 2013, p.14). As examined in 
Chapters Five and Six, Sarvodaya’s Power strategies responded to the needs of the time. 
Sarvodaya Shramadana Societies (SSS) and village interest groups, the development of a 
critical mass of consciousness and the practices of consensus politics and face-to-face 
communities are the main power sharing methods that Sarvodaya has continued to implement 




In Chapter Seven, this chapter, and the following Chapters Eight, Nine and Ten, I apply 
Sarvodaya’s theory of holistic development and their three spheres of Consciousness, 
Economics and Power to an analysis of their ‘5R’ stages of post-disaster reconstruction – 
namely Relief, Reconstruction, Rehabilitation, Reconciliation and Reawakening – in the three 
Sarvodaya post-tsunami reconstruction villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan. I examine the stages of Relief and Reconstruction within the Economics and 
Power Spheres in the rest of this chapter, Chapter Seven. In Chapter Eight I discuss the third 
and fourth Rehabilitation and Reconciliation stages and the spheres of Consciousness and 
Power in these three villages. Then in Chapters Nine and Ten, I analyse the fifth 
Reawakening stage in the three villages, in relation to all three spheres of Sarvodaya’s 
holistic development model. 
 
Sarvodaya’s Post-tsunami Relief  
The Indian Ocean tsunami of 26 December 2004 had a devastating impact on many countries 
in East Africa (Kenya, Madagascar, Somalia), South Asia (India, Maldives, Sri Lanka) and 
South East Asia (Indonesia, Myanmar, Thailand) causing more than 200,000 deaths (R. 
Shaw, 2014, p.4). In Sri Lanka, the tsunami killed 36,000 people, injured another 21,000, 
caused 450,000-516,000 displacements, and destroyed or damaged nearly 100,000 houses 
(GoSL 2005 cited in Blaikie, 2009, p.2). Out of the 25 administrative districts2 in Sri Lanka, 
13 districts were affected by the tsunami, namely, Ampara, Galle, Gampaha, Hambantota, 
Jaffna, Kalutara, Matara, Mullativu, Trincomalee, Colombo, Killinochci, Batticaloa, and 
Puttalam, which are comprised of relatively poor and already vulnerable coastal communities 
(Department of Census and Statistics, 2005). 
As responding to the disaster became a national priority in the aftermath of the tsunami, 
Sarvodaya became involved in disaster relief activities ‘assisting across the board’ and 
wherever needed (V. Ariyaratne, 2015). Sarvodaya received a large amount of funding both 
from individuals and their donor partners (Dibble, 2005, p.5). As Dibble (2005, p.5) 
described: 
Within hours Sarvodaya started receiving a significant amount of support from 
ordinary Sri Lankan citizens, the private sector and its international supporters, 
                                                 
2 A District is the second level administrative division in Sri Lanka after the Provinces, of which there are 9. 




including the Sarvodaya branches from U.S.A., Netherlands, Belgium, and 
Germany and other key resource partners such as the Novartis Foundation of 
Switzerland and the Arigatou Foundation of Japan. Thousands of 
compassionate minds from around the world donated through web-based 
payment gateways. Sarvodaya [was] deeply moved by this heartfelt generosity 
and is committed to acknowledging it by way of putting this money into good 
use. 
As a result of receiving these funds, Sarvodaya distributed cooked food, dry rations, clothing, 
shelter, sanitation, first aid, medical supplies, tents, and essential commodities to the tsunami 
affected communities. As will be discussed below and in more detail in the next chapter, a 
part of the new reconstruction village—Vaddavan—was a pre-existing Sarvodaya village. The 
displaced people of East Vaddavan were residing in temporary camps in the neighbourhood. 
Sarvodaya provided loans of Rs. 5000, Rs. 10,000 (Aus $50-100), fishing gear and household 
items to both communities as Relief support prior to the Reconstruction project (Vaddavan 
Villager 3, 2015).   
Sarvodaya also mobilised volunteers to work in tsunami-affected villages as part of their 
relief efforts (Dibble, 2005, p. 5). Sarvodaya volunteers worked in villages all around the 
country, engaging in camp and community management, water and sanitation projects, health 
and preventive care, psychological and spiritual healing, providing documentation and legal 
assistance and communications to affected persons (Sarvodaya, 2006, p.8). As Sarvodaya 
(2006, p.8) described: 
The volunteers were given an initial training on what they had to do and sent to 
the affected villages where they set up tents and launched their work. This 
included analysing the development work and the extent of Tsunami damage in 
the village, collecting statistics on the damage and the main necessities that the 
tidal wave created, providing guidance to volunteers in the village, coordinating 
with Sarvodaya District Centers as well as other organizations, and assisting the 
village obtain the services it needed from outside sources. The team coordinated 
pavul hamuwa [family gathering] discussion groups, conducted spiritual 
activities in coordination with religious leaders, organized cultural events, 
arranged for first aid and other health facilities, cleaned the environment, 




which supplied food to those with special needs such as children and pregnant 
or lactating mothers, set up preschools, and prepared the people of the village 
for long-term reconstruction work.  
Sarvodaya was able to provide this support to tsunami affected communities due to the fact 
that they already had well-established relationships with local citizens and ‘resource’ and 
‘technical partnerships’ at local and international levels (V. Ariyaratne, 2015). As V. 
Ariyaratne (2015) noted, ‘Sarvodaya was uniquely placed… to really make a big contribution 
in the country in the fields of disaster reconstruction, disaster risk reduction, mitigation, and 
disaster management.’ Katherine Marshall and Marisa Van Saanen (2007, p.124) also wrote 
on the strength and effectiveness of Sarvodaya’s partnerships during post-tsunami relief, 
reconstruction and recovery. They explained how many national and international donors 
partnered with Sarvodaya to work towards post-disaster recovery given Sarvodaya’s expertise 
in building grassroots networks in Sri Lanka, and as a result of Sarvodaya’s national and 
international connections and institutional collaborations. 
 
Sarvodaya’s Post-tsunami Reconstruction 
As Sarvodaya (2006, p.10) described, in the second six months after the tsunami, they moved 
to the Reconstruction phase. Sarvodaya’s post-tsunami reconstruction involved two 
components. Firstly, rebuilding 1110 destroyed houses in twenty-seven pre-existing villages 
selected from eight affected districts of Sri Lanka. And secondly, the construction of the three 
villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan. As V. Ariyaratne (cited in Cassini et 
al., 2008, p.58) described, these villages were ‘entirely new constructions’ built as inter-
ethnic and inter-religious communities, an innovative step taken by Sarvodaya to integrate 
reconciliatory peace building with post-disaster reconstruction. The peace building and 
reconciliatory dimensions of Sarvodaya’s work in these villages will be discussed in greater 
detail in Chapter Eight on Rehabilitation and Reconciliation.  
Reconstruction, Rehabilitation and Reconciliation of these villages was carried out in 
partnership between Sarvodaya and the Institute for Integrative Conflict Transformation and 
Peacebuilding (IICP) (Cassini et al., 2008, p.44). As V. Ariyaratne (2015) explained: 
Sarvodaya was the main implementing partner [of the reconstruction projects]. 




and we were the interface to the community because we had a grassroots 
presence and then they [IICP and the donors] were channelling their expertise, 
their resources through us in a very real equal partnership basis. 
The following sections examine Sarvodaya’s holistic approach to reconstructing the villages 
of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, beginning with providing a detailed 
description of the three villages, followed by and analysis of their physical Reconstruction 
following Sarvodaya’s framework of Ten Basic Needs. 
 
Background of Sarvodaya’s Three Villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam 
and Vaddavan  
Damniyamgama 
Damniyamgama was the first post-tsunami reconstruction 'eco-village' to be completed by 
Sarvodaya (Cassini et al, 2008, p.49) and it is located in Lagoswatta, a village in Kalutara 
District in the Western Province of Sri Lanka (See Map 1). Damniyamgama was not a pre-
existing village, but a village that was purpose built and settled by Sarvodaya and IICP in the 
aftermath of the 2004 Boxing Day tsunami. The 55 families who were resettled in 
Damniyamgama came from the coastal zones of Kalutara in the Kalutara Divisional 
Secretariat. Kalutara is predominantly a Sinhala, Buddhist area and the resettlers in 
Damniyamgama were also predominantly of Sinhalese ethnicity and religiously Buddhist. 
There was also one Tamil Christian family and another family of Sinhalese Christians, who 
lived in the village at the time of fieldwork. They were mostly from lower income groups as 
their regular occupation was fishing. Before the 2004 tsunami disaster they lived in close 
proximity to Kalutara town, a commercial hub and a town full of casual jobs. Therefore, most 
of the families were also engaged in various types of informal economic activities such as 
casual labour, carpentry, three-wheeler driving and engaging in small jobs in the informal 
sector (Damniyamgama villagers 1-10, 2015). Their homes were within a 100m proximity to 
the sea, favourably located both for fishing and engaging in other casual work mentioned 
above. Other facilities such as healthcare and schooling were also in close proximity, or were 
easily accessible through public transport (Damniyamgama villagers, 1-10, 2015). 
The villagers’ homes and livelihoods were completely destroyed by the 2004 tsunami and 




100m buffer zone. Therefore, immediately after the tsunami, the villagers who were resettled 
in Damniyamgama lived in various temporary resettlement camps or with their relatives or 
friends, also mostly in Kalutara or nearby suburbs. The affected also received immediate relief 
aid and humanitarian assistance from the Government, various NGOs and INGOs, Sri Lankan 
citizens as well as foreigners (Damniyamgama villagers, 1-10, 2015). As Damniyamgama 
Villager 2 (2015) explained, the local-level Government officers, together with Sarvodaya 
representatives, visited them at their temporary camps during this time to announce their 
intention to build a new eco-village for them to inhabit. Those who were residing temporarily 
in the camps in Kalutara were given the option to move to a house in Damniyamgama, in 
Lagoswatta.  
The Sri Lankan Government assigned a reconstruction zone for Damniyamgama in 
Lagoswatta, previously of bare land, and approximately 10km from Kalutara. This area 
belonged to a relatively remote Divisional Secretariat called Dodangoda. The township of 
Dodangoda is not as vibrant a commercial hub as Kalutara. Lagoswatta, however, possessed a 
spacious, unpolluted, green environment that seemed an ideal location for an ecovillage. 
Eight acres of land in Lagoswatta was provided by the government for post-tsunami 
reconstruction (Sarvodaya, 2006). The construction of this village began in April 2005 and 
was concluded in March 2006. The village consists of 55 houses and contains infrastructure 
such as a community centre, recreational areas, water supply systems, a road network and 
greenfields. It includes eco-friendly features such as solar panels, rainwater tanks, waste 
sorting and drinking and bathing water wells (Sarvodaya, 2006).  





Table 6: Damniyamgama Profile 
Village  Damniyamgama 
District Kalutara 
Province Western Province 
Ethnic composition 54 Sinhalese families 
1 Tamil family 
Religious beliefs  Buddhist 
Christian 
Construction period 4 April 2005 – 28 March 2006 
Number of Houses 55 
Number of beneficiaries Approximately 260 
Donor  Province of Burgenland  
Budget 400,000 euros 
Based on Cassini et al (2008, p.48) and author’s fieldwork (2015). 
Damniyamgama was built following a global eco-village concept, and was the first ecovillage 
to be constructed in Sri Lanka. As V. Ariyaratne (2015) explained, Sarvodaya was in contact 
with the Global Ecovillage Network (GEN) for ‘quite some time’ and was introducing eco-
village features, as they saw fit, into their existing Sarvodaya communities. As the GEN 
website (GEN, nd-a, para.2) explains, the aim of GEN is to bring ‘policy-makers, 
governments, NGOs, academics, entrepreneurs, activists, community networks and 
ecologically-minded individuals across the globe’ together in order to build ‘resilient 
communities and cultures’. According to GEN (nd-a, para.1), this networking intends to 
create coordinated community action towards creating a ‘regenerative world’, where people 
live within an ecological capacity, without contributing to the rapid depletion of resources.  
When significant amounts of funding became available for rebuilding after the tsunami, 
Sarvodaya took it as a ‘really good opportunity’ to construct an entirely new ecovillage (V. 
Ariyaratne 2015).  As the Global Ecovillage Network (nd-a, para. 1-2) defines, an ecovillage 
‘is an intentional, traditional or urban community that is consciously designed through locally 
owned, participatory processes in all 5 dimensions of sustainability (social, culture, ecology, 
economy and whole systems design) to regenerate their social and natural environments.’ 
Addressing the social dimension of sustainability, ecovillagers should cultivate mutual trust, 
become empowered and collaborative, adopt methods of participatory leadership and 
governance, have access to equal education and healthcare, have peace building and 
communication skills and develop transparent and accountable institutions. Cultural 




festivals and the like that make people 'feel deeply connected to each other'. Cultural 
sustainability also refers to reconnecting with nature, practising mindfulness, connecting to a 
higher purpose in life and aspiring to personal growth. Ecological sustainability in an eco-
village integrates human action sustainably with natural resource use, not only of water and 
energy, but also with regard to food and shelter. Economic sustainability serves the functions 
of strengthening local economies, implementing economic justice, ethics and wellbeing and 
reconstructing the notion of wealth. Whole system design in an eco-village focuses on 
collaborative partnerships that integrate traditional wisdom, stakeholder engagement, 
networks of mutual support and positive innovation (Global Ecovillage Network, nd-b, paras. 
7-8).  
Sarvodaya’s (2006, para. 5) definition of an eco-village draws on similar concepts. It speaks 
of: 
Communities striving to create cooperative lifestyles in harmony with their 
local environments. Important features of the eco-village are developing and 
refining social and ecological tools such as consensus decision making, inter-
generational care, alternative economic models, whole systems design, 
permaculture practices, renewable energy systems, and alternative modes of 
education that offer positive visions and real-life solutions for humanity and the 
planet. 
Sarvodaya’s vision for Damniyamgama (Sarvodaya, 2006a, para. 6) was the:  
[d]evelopment of a self sufficient ecological way of life that a group of people 
of similar intention can live on. It’s about respect of all life, sharing resources, 
serves as an ecological center for ecological resources. [Where] [t]ogether we 
can vision and bring in to action healthy ways of living on the planet. 
 
Addapalam 
Out of the three Sarvodaya post-tsunami reconstruction villages, Addapalam was the second 
to have its reconstruction phase completed. It was also not a pre-existing village, but one that 
was constructed by Sarvodaya and the IICP after the 2004 tsunami and is now a rural village 
in the South Eastern Province of Sri Lanka, in the Ampara District (See Map 1).  Those who 
were resettled in Addapalam were mostly fishermen and casual daily-waged workers 




income categories and many lived previously very close to the coast (Addapalam villagers, 1-
10, 2015). Nintavur, like Kalutara, is a commercial township with many earning possibilies in 
the informal and casual economic sector, and is a preferred location of living for low-income, 
daily-waged groups.  
Those who were resettled in Addapalam lived in temporary camps in Nintavur or with their 
relatives in Nintavur or surrounding suburbs immediately following the tsunami (Addapalam 
villagers, 1-10, 2015). However, unfortunately, at the stage of planning for reconstruction and 
resettlement, the government was unable to allocate land for reconstruction in Nintavur due 
to its limited availability (Cassini et al., 2008, p.37). Therefore, Sarvodaya purchased land 
from a private (Muslim) owner in an area called Addapalam, which was 7km away from 
Nintavur. Addapalam too belongs to the Nintavur Divisional Secretariat (DS). Nintavur is a 
predominantly Muslim area (Cassini et al., 2008, p.38). However, Addapalam, where the 
reconstruction was proposed, was primarily a Tamil area (Cassini et al., 2008, p.38). The 
original reconstruction project in Addapalam was planned for 250 displaced Muslim families 
from various divisions of Nintavur. However, as concerns were raised regarding creating a 
predominantly Muslim community in a predominantly Tamil area, the village was redesigned 
as a mixed ethnic community with 100 houses. It brought together 78 displaced Muslim 
families and 22 Tamil families, given that more Muslims had been adversely affected by the 
tsunami in Nintavur (Addapalam villager, 9 2015) (See Table 7).   
Table 7 – Addapalam Profile 
Village  Addapalam 
District Ampara 
Province Eastern Province 
Ethnic composition 78 Muslim families 
22 Tamil families 
Religious beliefs  Islam 
Hindu 
Construction period February 2006 – 30 September 2007 
Number of Houses 100 
Number of beneficiaries Approximately 420 
Donor  Kurier Aid Austria 
Budget 1,000,000 Euros 




The village was built with two storey houses as opposed to the traditional single storey 
houses in rural Sri Lanka. The decision for two storey houses was made due to the limited 
land availability (Cassini et al., 2008, p.39).  
Further, Cassini et al. (2008, p.37) noted some limitations related to village development in 
Addapalam as ‘[o]riginally this land was not intended for settlement, but was designated as 
an agricultural zone’. At that time of the resettlement Sarvodaya received complaints from 
the surrounding villages for building on agricultural land. However, the Reconstruction of 
Addapalam on this land went ahead regardless. Addapalam reconstruction spanned from 
January 2006 to September 2007 (Cassini et al., 2008, p.38). 
 
Vaddavan 
Vaddavan is the only one of the three Sarvodaya reconstruction villages described here that 
was developed out of an existing village in almost the same location as prior to the tsunami, 
but as V. Ariyaratne (2008) explained, it was still considered a new construction project as 
two villages were merged together.  Vaddavan is a rural village in the North Eastern Province 
of Sri Lanka, in Batticaloa District (See Map 1) and belongs to the Vaharai Divisional 
Secretariat and is located along the Vandaloos bay (Cassini et al., 2008, p.67). It is 
predominantly a Tamil area. Before the 2004 tsunami, Vaddavan consisted of two 
communities living on two sides of the river, which separated them into East and West 
Vaddavan, also commonly referred to as Big Vaddavan (Periya Vaddavan in Tamil) and 
Small Vaddavan (Sinna Vaddavan in Tamil) respectively. East Vaddavan consisted of 165 
families who were ethnically Tamils and of Christian faith. West Vaddavan comprised of 35 
families, who were ethnically Tamil and of Hindu faith. 
The political, as well as the socio-economic situation faced by the villagers in Vaddavan 
contrasted with those who were relocated to Damniyamgama and Addapalam. In 2004, 
Vaharai was one of the poorest areas in Batticaloa District to be struck by the tsunami 
(Tsunami Coastal Restoration in Eastern Sri Lanka, 2006, p.41). Not only that, but also 
Vaddavan was an economically and socially disadvantaged rural village impacted extensively 
by two major disasters, namely, the civil war which went on for almost three decades and 




The primary livelihood activity of the population prior to the tsunami was fishing, followed 
by farming. During the time of the war and prior to the tsunami, the villagers had neither 
proper shelter nor did they have basic facilities such as electricity and telecommunication 
(Tsunami Coastal Restoration in Eastern Sri Lanka, 2006, p.42). Their houses were built of 
clay and covered with coconut palm leaves (Vaddavan villager 8, 2015). Transportation 
options for the villagers were quite limited with push-bicycles being the only means of 
transport. Most villagers walked to their destinations, be it to fetch water from a tank or a 
well 2km away from their settlements, or to walk 12km to the main road to catch an irregular 
bus service to the nearest towns (Vaddavan villager, 5, 2015). During wartime, it was 
common to see the military marching on the unpaved roads in their combat gear and military 
vehicles (Vaddavan villager 1, 2015). Vaharai, the division which Vaddavan belongs to was a 
stronghold of the LTTE. The village Vaddavan was surrounded by an LTTE camp on one 
side and an army camp on the other. Running to their hideouts during frequent crossfire was 
part of the day-to-day life reality of the Vaddavan villagers (Vaddavan villager 1, 2015). 
Prior to the tsunami, during wartime, Sarvodaya assisted West (Small) Vaddavan, while East 
(Big) Vaddavan was supported by an NGO called EHED (Eastern Human and Economic 
Development) (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Vaddavan villager 10, 2015). The 165 
families who lived in East Vaddavan were impacted by the 2004 tsunami, however West 
Vaddavan remained intact. When the tsunami struck the East, the people in the village 
escaped by running towards the West, however the river between them obstructed their 
escape, resulting in 48 casualties (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Vaddavan villager 10, 
2015). 
In the aftermath of the tsunami, the government’s land-use regulation of the 100m buffer 
zone affected the community in East Vaddavan who needed to be resettled. The Government 
decided to relocate them in previously West Vaddavan (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; 
Vaddavan villager 10, 2015). Sarvodaya acquired the rebuilding contract for East Vaddavan, 
which was to be merged with West Vaddavan, after a lengthy process of negotiations 
between various NGOs and the government (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). 
Vaddavan was the last of the three villages to be completed due to the interruptions caused by 





Table 8 – Vaddavan Profile 
Village  Vaddavan 
District Batticaloa 
Province Eastern Province 
Ethnic composition 165 Tamil families in Big Vaddavan 
35 Tamil Families in Small Vaddavan 
Religious beliefs  Christian 
Hindu 
Construction period 22 January 2006 – 1 October 2007 
Number of Houses 200 
Number of beneficiaries Approximately 820 
Donor  Kurier Aid Austria 
Budget 1,750,000 Euros 









Map 1: The Locations of Three Sarvodaya Post-tsunami Reconstruction Villages and 





Reconstruction and Risk Governance of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan Villagers 
Introduction 
Disaster-affected communities have their economic, social, physical, cultural, environmental 
and institutional structures completely destroyed or significantly disrupted, thereby becoming 
vulnerable to poverty, psychological trauma and social discord (Birkmann et al., 2014; Briggs 
et al., 2009). As the above discussion on the backgrounds to the current villages of 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan demonstrates, the communities resettled in these 
villages were susceptible to these vulnerabilities as their places of dwelling were completely 
wiped out by the tsunami along with their livelihood and lifestyles. They were also relocated 
into new places and had originally come from various different places to form a single 
community. Their land ownership too changed from coastal to inland, as will be discussed 
below, and this also had an impact on their lives. In V. Ariyaratne’s (quoted in Cassini et al3., 
2008, p.58) words: 
Actually we perceive them [the three villages] as entire new constructions. All of 
them are different, with changes ranging from land ownership to ethnicity issues and 
even changes in means of livelihood. This is the case in Addapalam and 
Damniyamgama, where the beneficiaries came from quite far. Vaddavan is also a new 
construction, but it was rebuilt almost in the same place.  
The concept of ‘build back better’ aims to address these vulnerabilities of disaster affected 
communities and to make communities more resilient through systematic re-development and 
improved policy practices (Haigh and Amaratunga, 2011, p.7, 8; UNISDR, 2007, p.1). As 
Cassini et al. (2008, p.23) state, instead of simply constructing houses, the Sarvodaya and 
IICP rebuilding projects attempted to address the issues of poverty in these three villages in a 
sustainable manner. To this end, Sarvodaya carried out Reconstruction of Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan applying its micro-level economic developmental concept of the 
                                                 
3 Juliana Cassini, Dr. Wilfried Graf, Gudrun Kramer, Augustin Nicolescou, Christopher Temt authored a report 
on the three villages of Daminiyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan on behalf of the IICP in 2008. While 
drawing background information from this report, my fieldwork evaluates the long-term sustainability of 




Ten Basic Needs, which included: 1) a clean and beautiful environment; 2) adequate 
provision of clean drinking water; 3) minimal supplies of clothing; 4) adequate and balanced 
nutrition; 5) simple housing; 6) basic health care; 7) basic communication facilities; 8) a 
minimal supply of energy; 9) holistic education; and 10) the satisfaction of spiritual and 
cultural needs.  
While most of the Ten Basic Needs relate to the Economic Sphere, the first basic need of a 
clean and a beautiful environment, the ninth and the tenth basic needs of holistic education 
and the satisfaction of spiritual and cultural needs focus on the Consciousness Sphere. 
Therefore, according to Sarvodaya, the fulfilment of all Ten Basic Needs should ideally lead 
to Reawakening through the awakening of the Consciousness Sphere, development of the 
Economic Sphere and also through grassroots empowerment and emancipation linked to the 
Power Sphere. In some ways these goals were achieved in the three villages. In other ways 
obstacles and challenges were faced in actualising these Ten Basic Needs, and these have 
severely limited the process of Reawakening. These issues, namely the limitations associated 
with the places of the village’s relocation and lack of community consultation, are analysed 
below and also in Chapters Nine and Ten.  
 
As demonstrated in Sarvodaya’s developmental Phases 1-4, described in previous chapters, 
Sarvodaya has a long standing commitment to community driven participatory approaches. 
Yet, the government’s 100m buffer zone was a regulation which Sarvodaya had to follow 
when carrying out their Reconstruction phase. Obeying this regulation and the urgency of the 
situation limited the ability for community consulation before relocation, which led to serious 
issues for the villagers in the long-term. Many scholars have raised involuntary relocation as 
an issue related to social justice (Briggs et al., 2009; Cernea, 1998; Cernea and McDowell, 
2000; Oliver-Smith, 1990; Barenstein and Esther, 2013). As Anthony Oliver-Smith (1990, 
pp.7-8) argued, permanent reconstruction is different from emergency shelters. Permanent 
reconstruction and relocation, for long-term sustainability, should take into account the 
‘tension between continuity and change in afflicted populations’. Post-disaster reconstruction, 
as Oliver-Smith (1990, p.9) stated, usually only takes into account the materials, construction 
techniques, safety of the terrain and financing as basics, rather than the arrangement of the 
social space, which includes chosing the place of location and the creation of the conditions 




the social space is the most important dimension in dealing with long-term tensions as social 
space creates social meaning and potentials for further development: 
Ultimately, houses are always situated in social as well as geographic space. 
Houses are physical objects with social meaning expressed in their material 
components and their location in space. This social space and the situation of 
houses and other structures within it may have profound implications for the 
success or failure of post-disaster urban reconstruction in terms of positive 
social change and development (Oliver-Smith, 1990, p.9). 
Moving beyond mere physical reconstruction, Sarvodaya’s Ten Basic Needs, for the most 
part, created this meaningful social space in the initial three to four years for the 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan communities, but issues emerged in the long-
term that hindered Reawakening, largely as a result of lack of community consultation in 
relocation decisions. The implications of these developments are discussed below. 
 
Basic Need One: A Clean and Beautiful Environment 
The first Basic Need is centred on the quality of the environment. In its vision of holistic 
development, Sarvodaya emphasises the interconnectedness between the environment and all 
living beings relating to the spiritual concept of interdependence. As much as all living 
beings are a part of the environment, all beings are also influenced by the environment they 
live in. A pristine environment can thereby reinforce positive mental states including peace of 
mind and thoughts of loving-kindness which can enable the creation of healthy communities. 
By contrast, living in undesirable environments can be disruptive and limit well-being on all 
levels (A.T. Ariyaratne, 2016). 
As the interviews with the 30 villagers revealed, this sentiment is not merely an ideal that was 
imbued in them by Sarvodaya. Most of the villagers expressed a strong connection between 
themselves and the environment derived from their life experiences as fishing families 
(Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan villagers, 2015). As Vaddavan villager 1 (2015) 
opined: 
People react to the environment and the environment reacts to what people do, 
so we should always listen to the environment and watch what we do. That can 
make us peaceful and respectful. We respect the ocean because we depend upon 




our Gods to make us and the environment connect well because we are quite 
immersed in it.  
Addapalam villager 5 (2015) expressed a similar sentiment: 
For us everyday life is about being in touch with the sea. Every single day. We 
pray that this great ocean protects us because we know it is more powerful than 
us, can give us what we eat and also can decide if we live or die. The tsunami 
showed us that, that our lives do not only depend on the sea while we are at it, 
but even when we are safely ashore. But we still respect the sea and pray that 
we are safe. We still need to depend upon it for our livelihood. We are not the 
ones who violate the order of the nature. Usually it is always the people who are 
in power, and we are the ones who get punished.  
Addapalam villager 5 (2015) further explained how a violation of nature had occurred with 
the construction of the Oluvil harbour development mega-project by the Sri Lankan 
Government in partnership with the Government of Denmark, as the massive erosion and 
sedimentation it caused severely disrupted their fishing patterns. This will be discussed in 
more detail in Chapters Nine and Ten.  
Damniyamgama villager 2 (2015), also explained the need for a strong connection between 
people and the environment for sustainable development: 
The connection between the environment and the humans is very important. In 
order for proper development to take place, there has to be a connection between 
the environment and the people. We cannot do anything contradictory to what 
the environment tells us to do. If we go against the environment, then we 
become two different entities, the environment and the people, but it shouldn’t 
be like that. There has to be a connection between the environment and the 
people, then you feel that everything flows well. 
As the interviews demonstrated, most of the 30 participants felt a sense of interdependence 
between themselves and the environment, particularly in relation to their livelihoods, safety 
and wellbeing. These accounts resonate with McGuire’s (2008, p.109) argument that people’s 




lived experiences. The centrality of the ocean to the villager’s daily economic activity, 
livelihood and wellbeing was also the reason for them to feel a spiritual connection with it.  
Following the tsunami’s impacts on coastal communities in Sri Lanka, however, the Sri 
Lankan government decided to relocate those who lived within 100m of the coast as a means 
of reducing their vulnerabilities to a future tsunami. Richard Haigh and Dilanthi Amaratunga 
(2011, p.7) agree that relocation of communities living in lands susceptible to disasters is a 
measure taken to mitigate risks of communities both to future disasters and as well as 
constant poverty due to the frequent disruptions to their economic and social activities of the 
inhabitants. However, finding suitable land for relocation often is a significant challenge 
(Imura and R. Shaw, 2009, pp.199-200). Due to the lack of land, or the higher land values in 
popular areas, governments tend to allocate relocation lands in marginal regions or areas that 
are disconnected from services such as health and education. The distance of the lands may 
also isolate the resettled communities from their previous support networks (Briggs et al., 
2009, p.128). This certainly was the case in the post-tsunami relocation and reconstruction in 
Sri Lanka (Vithanagama, Mohideen, Jayatilaka and Lakshman, 2015, p.vii) including these 
three Sarvodaya resettlement villages and as the following discussion shows, which distanced 
the villagers from their lived spiritualities associated with their livelihoods and their 
environment.  
As described in the section above, Damniyamgama was built approximately 10km inland 
from the coastal towns in Kalutara which were affected by the tsunami (Damniyamgama 
Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). As Sarvodaya (2006) however described, the environment was a 
perfect fit for building their eco-village – ‘[t]he building site of 8 acres [for Damniyamgama] 
allocated by the Government of Sri Lanka, is a beautiful piece of land on a gentle slope 
bordering a rice field on the lower side …’, and this environment was rich with biodiversity. 
Addapalam, was built approximately 7km away from the township of Nintavur, on a 10-acre 
land purchased by Sarvodaya (Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Disaster Relief 
Monitoring Unit, 2005, p.43). This land too was unpolluted and pristine, but was agricultural 
land, whose suitability for housing construction was questionable (Cassini et al., 2008, p.37; 
Addapalam Government Village Officer, 2015). The East Vaddavan community, who were 
displaced by the tsunami were relocated in West Vaddavan, a clean and a beautiful 
environment, yet a geographically drought-prone land. Despite these shortcomings, 




environments and Reconstruct the villages according to their holistic principles in connection 
with the principles of Basic Needs.   
All of the Damniyamgama villagers were very happy with the cleanliness and beauty of the 
environment to which they had been relocated. Damniyamgama villager, 4 (2015) said, ‘I like 
seeing the trees instead of the stretches of sand,’ and Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) 
exclaimed ‘I like the fresh air’. At the same time, all of them (Damniyamgama villagers, 1-
10, 2015) felt that being moved away from the coast and from the location of their previous 
economic and social activities had made their lives more difficult.  As Damniyamgama 
villager 8 (2015) explained: 
Living on the coast, everything was right there for us. It was so easy to go 
fishing, so easy to sell, so easy to go buy our groceries. The environment here 
[in Damniyamgama] is beautiful, we can grow trees, the air is cleaner without 
the smell of the salt. I enjoy that, but on the coast everything was so easy. Here 
it is very difficult. I was really very sad and disheartened when I first came here. 
I didn’t want to be here. My mother chose to be here, so I came here mainly to 
look after her. Also, the gramaseveka (the government officer for the village) 
said the Sarvodaya house in Damniyamgama is complete, they give all the 
household items, the house will be built for you, the garden has ten perches, 
they give all the furniture and stuff. He said ‘if you miss that, you might not get 
another chance like this’, so I came here. 
The feelings of the Addapalam villagers were quite similar, citing numerous problems due to 
their inland relocation and planning issues. According to Addapalam villager 6 (2015): 
The environment here used to be good, as soon as we came, but now the 
environment is giving problems because there was no proper planning. We have 
flooding during rain and we have mosquito problems. When we were on the 
coast we were just fine, but unfortunately God punished us with a tsunami and 
now we are not where we were anymore. Nothing is easy for me here. We have 
to go far to reach the coast where we go fishing. We have to go far to see our 
relatives. Town is far away and we don’t have what we need inside the village 
like groceries for cheap, health centres, schools, nothing is here. What can the 





Vaddavan villagers, who were relocated to West Vaddavan from East Vaddavan, did not feel 
as disconnected as the Damniyamgama and the Addapalam villagers from their previous 
coastal livelihoods and lifestyles. However, they did not have adequate water in West 
Vaddavan which was inherently drought-prone. All Vaddavan villagers 1-10 (2015) 
complained about the lack of water in their new environment, but liked the fact that the 
environment was clean and beautiful, mostly in comparison to the urban towns that they 
frequented. Vaddavan villager 7’s (2015) quote below exemplifies this belief as well as his 
interpretation of both environmental blessings and risks from a spiritual perspective 
personifying nature as a mother:  
I like the environment here. When I breathe, I feel the freshness of the mother 
earth. When I go the town [Batticaloa or Valachchenai], I feel the pollution of 
smoke, the noise of engines, but here in my village I only feel the pureness of 
the Mother Earth. But I wonder why Mother Earth didn’t give us water, hit us 
with the tsunami, made us be here, but didn’t give us water to drink, water to 
cultivate and flourish. 
As the quotes above reveal, the villagers feel an interdependent relationship with the 
environment mostly in connection with who they are and what they do in their daily lives, 
including their livelihoods.  Awareness of interdependence is a spiritual quality occurring in 
Sarvodaya’s Consciousness Sphere, as V. Ariyaratne (2015) explained. All the villagers, even 
almost a decade after relocation, still feel their identity to be strongly connected with the 
coast, and less so with their new inland communities. Although the villagers feel an ‘inner 
peace’ (V. Ariyaratne, 2015) living in their leafy green new environments with trees, this 
sense of peace was frequently disrupted by the lack of facilities and services and the health 
issues arising out of the limits of the land use planning. The villagers lack of power in 
deciding the relocation land for themselves and their spiritual disconnection with their current 
place of residence, created severe disruptions in both the Consciousness and Power Spheres. 
As will be demonstrated in Chapters Nine and Ten, these were significant hindrances to their 
Reawakening. 
 
Basic Need Two: Adequate Provision of Clean Drinking Water 
The Second Basic Need of adequate clean drinking water was supplied to all three villages 




time of construction, directly supplied water to Damniyamgama and Addapalam. Sarvodaya 
also built rainwater tanks in Damniyamgama, one per two households. Although used only by 
a few villagers at present, most, in the first few years, used grey water from the rainwater 
tanks for cultivation and washing clothes and dishes after cooking (Damniyamgama villagers 
1-10 2015).  As Damniyamgama villager 7 (2015) said: 
We collected rainwater in the rainwater tank and used that water to wash our 
dishes and clothes. We also used that water to water our home garden. We saved 
up a lot on our water bills using the rainwater tank. We also were extremely 
pleased that we had tap water supplied by the Government. In that sense, I never 
had to think twice about having a problem with water.  
None of the Damniyamgama villagers had any concerns with the water supply to their 
village, but their rainwater usage declined over time. The rainwater tanks fell out of use 
mainly due to issues related to the costs of maintenance of tank cleaning and repainting. The 
rainwater tanks were constructed on a wide strip of land in between two houses, so as the 
time passed most houses then demolished their rainwater tanks to acquire more land area for 
their houses. At the time of fieldwork there were only a few rainwater tanks left in the 
village. One villager who still wanted to use the rainwater tank complained that:  
We shared a rainwater tank with our neighbour and they didn’t want it anymore. 
We wanted it and we still kept using rainwater for our day-to-day activities. So 
we had a dispute. The neighbours went to the gramaseveka (the Government’s 
village officer) and got permission to demolish the rainwater tank. The 
gramaseveka told them to do whatever they want and they did. Now we don’t 
have the greywater we used (Damniyamgama villager 6, 2015). 
Addapalam villagers considered themselves lucky to have the Government-supplied clean 
drinking water in their houses. As Addapalam villager 1 (2015) recalled, ‘that was one big 
project of the government, supplying water to our resettlement village’. The Muslim residents 
in Addapalam also received water wells constructed by a donor organisation from the Middle 
East (Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Addapalam-villagers, 1, 5, 2015).   
The situation in Vaddavan however was different as mentioned above, West Vaddavan is 
inherently a drought-prone area. During reconstruction, Sarvodaya and the IICP took 




used to solve the water issue. As Cassini et al. (2008, p.72) explained, from the side of IICP, 
before reconstruction, potable water was supplied to the village by an NGO called Oxfam. 
Non-potable water was taken by the villagers from a well that was 1km away. Three more 
wells were built during reconstruction in the village to satisfy water demands. Moreover, the 
donors provided a water bowser and a tractor to the Sarvodaya Secretariat in Batticaloa on 1 
October 2007, on the same day as the village handing-over ceremony. Each house was also 
fitted with a water tank of 500 litre capacity. The Sarvodaya bowser was expected to come 
and fill the water tanks in the village regularly. Thus Cassini et al. (2008, p.72) observed 
initially that, ‘the villagers do not need to collect anymore the water from the wells 
kilometres away, but just as if they would be connected to a public water supply system, the 
water inside the house comes out of the pipes’. 
Despite various attempts by Sarvodaya to address water scarcity, Vaddavan is a village that 
still experiences dire water issues.  As Vaddavan villager 10 (2015) said: 
There was a tractor and a bowser for us, but we couldn’t use them because we 
didn’t have the registration papers. It is because of this problem that people have 
to buy water, pay for water. Water is expensive for us here. If those documents 
were there, we could have maintained the tractors and bowsers through the RDS 
[Rural Development Society4] and also could have given water for a cheaper 
price. They gave us this facility, but haven’t given in the right way. This is very 
disappointing to us.  
Vaddavan now has water delivered from the Divisional Secretariat or through private vendors 
(Vaddavan villager 10 2015). The Government and an International NGO called JICA (Japan 
International Cooperation Agency) have conducted various research into improving the water 
situation in Vaddavan, but have not yet succeeded in deciding a water supply method as the 
costs have become prohibitive (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Vaddavan Government 
Village Officer, 2015). These ongoing water issues have also impacted upon Vaddavan’s 
capacity for Reawakening, further examined in Chapters Nine and Ten.  
As the villagers’ accounts above demonstrate, the supply of water to the villages was 
organised through the collaborations between the government and Sarvodaya together with 
                                                 
4 Rural Development Society (RDS) is a governance unit established by the Government at the village level. 
RDS reports to the local Government administrative officer and meets with Government level discussions in the 




the utilisation of donor funding. Villagers weren’t involved in decisions about water supply 
which reveals an imbalance in the Power Sphere. While Damniyamgama and Addapalam 
villagers were satisfied with their water supply, Vaddavan villagers, however, were a 
disadvantaged group, as the lack of water in their village created serious limitations in their 
Economics, Consciousness and Power Spheres, leaving them in a state of distress. This will 
also be discussed in more detail in chapters of Eight, Nine and Ten, examining Rehabilitation 
and Reawakening. 
 
Basic Need Three: Minimal Supplies of Clothing 
Most of the villagers relocated to Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan lost their 
belongings entirely to the tsunami wave, including their clothing. Most of them said that they 
were left with only what they were wearing (Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan 
villagers, 2015). Immediately after the tsunami, there was a lot of relief aid flowing into the 
temporary camps where the displaced were residing. The Third Basic Need of minimal supply 
of clothing was one of these primary needs that were taken care of by the Government, the 
local citizens, and various local organisations and businesses. As Damniyamgama villager 2 
(2015) said, ‘trucks and vans brought cloths to our camp in Kalutara. We were given lots of 
used cloths, new cloths, bedding and almost all such things’. Addapalam villager 5 (2015) 
also added that: 
Our relatives and friends gave us cloths, and also donations came into my 
temporary camp in Nintavur. I wasn’t really bothered about how many clothes 
I had or what I wore at that time. When I started living in this house again, I 
don’t know, I just had enough clothes. We started our fishing activities again, 
went to the sea. We got boats and fishing gear as donations from other NGOs 
as well. Clothes here are not expensive anyway, we just bought them after we 
started earning. 
Vaddavan villager 4 (2015) said:  
We got a lot of donations from our Muslim neighbours. They gave us cooked 
food, gave us clothes. They took care of most of our needs immediately after 
the tsunami. Then eventually we improved economically, we recovered to our 




The satisfaction of the Third Basic Need occurred in relation to the Economics Sphere in all 
three villages, and improved their standard of living.  
Basic Need Four: Adequate and Balanced Nutrition 
The Fourth Basic Need of adequate and balanced nutrition was partly facilitated by 
Sarvodaya through allocating ample land to households in all three villages that encouraged 
home gardening. As A.T. Ariyaratne (2016) said, Sarvodaya, since its inception, always 
encouraged home gardening to fulfil the nutritional needs of the family. A main aspect of 
this is making sure that the households have sufficient land – ‘at least 5-6 perches land that 
is their own for gardening’.  As A.T. Ariyaratne (2016) further commented, ‘if a household 
can grow their own vegetables and salad leaves, poverty and not having money to purchase 
from the markets do not have a major impact on their nutritional requirements’. Sarvodaya 
also distributed seeds and fertiliser to the villagers and educated the communities on 
gardening activities.  
Community gardening was a highly motivational economic activity for Damniyamgama 
villagers in the three to four years after Reconstruction began. Damniyamgama villager 8 
(2015) described his experience: ‘We had eggplant, chilli and salad leaves in our garden. 
Even if we didn’t have a thing to eat, we always had at least something from our garden that 
we could find to eat’. All Damniyamgama villagers stated that they had no problems with 
satisfying their daily nutritional intake at that time as they had their garden produce. 
Damniyamgama also received micro-credit loans, as the Damniyamgama villager (2015) 
said, ‘for anthurium cultivation, catering services, betel leaf trade, and grocery shops.. 
Home gardening was also an empowering practice for the Damniyamgama community in the 
first three to fours years of resettlement, which also constituted the main activity of their 
Rehabilitation, (as will be elaborated in the next chapter) building up their Consciousness 
Sphere as well. Further Sarvodaya also created a Sarvodaya Shramadana Society (SSS) in 
Damniyamgama to take charge of the economic activity of home gardening, an activity that 
also intersected with the Power Sphere. The SSS was allocated a grant to be used as a pool of 
money to provide loans to the productive economic activities of villagers, which, as 
mentioned above, also included home gardening. Furthermore, the economy of the village 
was also aided by the study and visitor groups that came to Damniyamgama. As 




Then we didn’t buy food … from outside. We got contracts to cook [for these 
groups of visitors] and then we had money going to the bank account, which the 
village had. In one occasion we would usually earn 10,000 – 15,000. They were 
not our private money, but the money for the village. We had money going to 
this account from the fair [the children’s fair that will be discussed further in 
Chapter Eight where the villagers sold their garden produce] also.  This account 
was under the SSS. SEED bank maintained this account. 
In Vaddavan also, the gardens were spacious. Even at the time of my fieldwork all of the 
back and front yards had drought-resistant trees that bore fruits and vegetables. As Vaddavan 
villager 1 (2015) described: 
In our village, almost everyone is also a cultivator. Mostly paddy and kasava. 
We go to the sea, catch fish, and then when there is time, we also cultivate as a 
part-time job. We have 1-3 acre land plots. The rainy season comes in October 
and then we start our cultivation. We can sustain this from October to February 
until we face the drought. In January to February we reap the harvest. I have a 
2 acre land and I reap my harvest in February.  
Vaddavan villagers also have cattle and chicken, funded by Sarvodaya, in their yards and 
they collect milk from their cows and eggs from their chicken. Vaddavan villagers either use 
their own produce to satisfy their daily nutritional requirements or use the money they earn 
by selling their produce to buy the food they need. However, during the dry season when 
there is drought, their gardens suffer and their income drastically drops. Then they depend 
mostly on fishing to earn money and to satisfy their nutritional requirements.  
In Addapalam, the villagers had enough land to cultivate their own gardens and during the 
time of my fieldwork I observed that most gardens had a variety of plants and trees. 
Addapalam villager 6 (2015) said, ‘we have our own coconut trees and banana trees. We also 
have a mango tree. We grow some vegetables at the back like tomato, chilli and salad leaves. 
We sell some of these sometimes and also use them in our own cooking’. Indeed, most of the 
Addapalam villagers cultivated their land, to feed their own households and to earn an 
income as well. Therefore the provision of this fourth need was adequately established in all 




As mentioned above, economic activities of home gardening in all three villages enhanced 
the development of the Power Sphere through encouraging the villagers’ participation in 
training programs, sharing knowledge on cultivation and also developing a sense of 
ownership of their own gardens. As will be shown in the next chapter, in Damniyamgama, 
the Fourth Basic Need of home gardening also intersected strongly with the Consciousness 
and Power Spheres as a Rehabilitation activity. However, since approximately after the fourth 
year of Reconstruction, home gardening in Damniyamgama began to suffer setbacks due to 
the lack of economic connectivity to markets and the failures in grassroots leadership. This 
will be discussed in more detail in Chapters Nine and Ten. In addition, lack of water in 
Vaddavan also impeded sustainable cultivation. Moreover, Addapalam villagers experienced 
income losses due to changes in fish habitats after a mega harbour development project in 
their locality. All of these issues have disrupted the Economics and Power Spheres of the 
villagers, impacting on their ability to earn a satisfactory income, thus making the satisfaction 
of adequate balanced nutrition strenuous.  
 
Basic Need Five: Simple Housing  
The Fifth Basic Need, which is simple housing, was the primary focus and the most 
significant need in all three reconstruction projects initially. As V. Ariyaratne (quoted in 
Cassini et al., 2008, p.58) said: ‘The healing after the tsunami trauma was mainly when they 
[those who were hit by the tsunami] saw the houses coming up’. This was the genuine 
sentiment expressed by all the villagers interviewed in this study and the one aspect of the 
Ten Basic Needs that they spoke most positively about. In Damniyamgama, the villagers 
expressed substantial gratitude for the houses that were built for them and for all of the 
assistance they received from Sarvodaya after the tsunami (Damniyamgama villagers 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10, 2015). As Damniyamgama villager 1 (2015) commented: 
We have to be thankful to Sarvodaya because they gave us everything. They 
gave us everything in the sense that [after the tsunami] we only had left what 
we were wearing. They gave us everything from the needle and thread to all the 
household items we needed. They gave every house a bicycle. They gave every 
house a garden to grow. We are truly very thankful. 
Although Damniyamgama villagers did not have a voice in choosing their relocation land, 




infrastructure through paid labour. As Cassini et al. (2008, p.51) noted, Sarvodaya created a 
Sarvodaya Shramadana Society (SSS) among the 55 beneficiaries and through the SSS 
identified the villagers who had skills to contribute in the physical reconstruction of the 
village.  The SSS also facilitated capacity building programs for the villagers, such as 
leadership training programs and mobilised villagers to become involved in the 
reconstruction process. Some villagers were skilled in masonry and carpentry, while others 
provided more general assistance in clearing land, loading/unloading material and moving 
material around.  This level of community participation contributed in the creation of their 
Power Sphere at the time of infrastructure Reconstruction. 
In Addapalam, the main benefit for the villagers were also the new and permanent houses 
(Addapalam villagers 1-10, 2015). As Addapalam villager 2 (2015) reflected: 
I am living here happily now. After the tsunami, we had no idea what to do, 
where to go. We got displaced and we were living with our friends or relatives, 
always moving from one house to another. We shifted from here to there almost 
every month. I was lucky to get a house when the resettlement was built in 
Addapalam. My life flows smoothly now and I live here happily with my family. 
Receiving this house was a big milestone in my life. 
The villagers talked more extensively about the value of the houses for them in Addapalam. 
As Addapalam villager 6 (2015) said:  
… after the tsunami I suffered a lot without my own house. I moved from one 
place to another, to friends, to relatives. After some time they didn’t welcome 
me anymore. I didn’t want that life. When I was on the verge of giving up, I got 
this house from Sarvodaya. This is the biggest gift of a lifetime.  
For Addapalam villager 3 (2015), the resettlement house became the dowry for her marriage, 
so she saw it as a ‘gift from Sarvodaya’ towards her marriage. She added that: 
In our area, if a girl doesn’t have a house, no man is interested in her for 
marriage. With the tsunami, our houses got wiped off by the wave. When 
Sarvodaya provided me with this house I got married and now I am living 
happily here with my husband. I have three children already. If Sarvodaya hadn't 




Further to having no voice in land selection, none of them also had the opportunity to 
contribute in the Reconstruction of the houses as well, for Addapalam beneficiaries were 
chosen after the conclusion of the physical Reconstruction of Addapalam. 
In Vaddavan, Vaddavan villager 10 (2015) said: 
We suffered a lot from war, and then the tsunami. [The] tsunami was such a 
traumatising disastrous thing! At that time we couldn’t imagine we would live 
this sort of life we are living now ever again. We couldn’t see a future. So we 
felt that there was no future after this. We didn’t think there is anyone in this 
world who could have helped us to rebuild what we lost. It was massive. Even 
when the Sarvodaya and other organisations were going to rebuild for us, 
initially we didn’t pay much attention. Nobody was interested in applying 
because we couldn’t focus on anything. We were that lost and that’s how much 
we suffered. If we, who were affected by the tsunami, are in this state now, it is 
the blessing of the God. Sarvodaya did a great job for us too, like our mum, like 
our dad, they rebuilt these houses for us and gave us a life again. 
Some villagers compared the houses constructed by Sarvodaya with other reconstruction 
houses they knew and believed that Sarvodaya’s reconstruction was better. As Addapalam 
villager 1 (2015) commented: 
One of my relatives got a house in a different resettlement village. Some other 
foreign government funded those houses. Comparing those houses and these 
ones here, I think that Sarvodaya houses are much better.  
Even at present in Vaddavan, community members thought their houses were of better 
quality than other reconstruction houses (Vaddavan villagers 1, 5, 7, 9 and 10, 2015). Prior to 
initiating Reconstruction, Sarvodaya made what they called a Local Reconstruction 
Committee (LRC) to empower the villagers to make decisions about the details related to 
their houses. Sarvodaya took community input on the building material they wanted for their 
houses and also on the internal and external layout they preferred for their houses. The 
activities of the LRC contributed in the creation of Vaddavan’s Power Sphere in connection 
with Reconstruction. As will be elaborated in the next chapter, LRC activities of the Power 




When Reconstruction began, as was the case in Damniyamgama, the villagers were given an 
opportunity to engage, but their labour was paid for. As Vaddavan villager 1 (2015) said: 
Sarvodaya had the money and the villagers assisted with construction work with 
their manpower. We did labour work, masonry and also cooked food for the 
construction workers. We got paid for what we did. 
The villagers also kept a ledger of the material that arrived on the site, working with 
Sarvodaya to eliminate corruption, and to maintain transparency and accountability. In order 
to prevent contractors from cheating, the villagers were asked to sign for the delivery of 
bricks, cement, wood, and all construction materials. Villagers also kept records of the 
numbers in the labour force. Then they sent these signed documents to Sarvodaya. This 
system worked successfully (Vaddavan villager 10, 2015). 
The villagers in Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan appreciated their houses, and in 
Damniyamgama and Vaddavan the villagers were involved in the process of rebuilding their 
houses through paid labour, which contributed positively to the development of the 
Economics and Power Spheres.  However, as will be shown in Chapters Nine and Ten, the 
maintenance issues related to the houses and infrastructure, that arose approximately in the 
third year of Reconstruction in Damniyamagama impacted quite negatively on both their 
Economic and Consciousness Spheres. Although this was not as drastic as in 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam villagers also experienced issues with their houses in the long 
term, which then impacted on their Economic Sphere. 
 
Basic Need Six: Basic Health Care  
In order to facilitate the Sixth Basic Need, Sarvodaya arranged basic health care for both 
Damniyamgama and Vaddavan. Since Damniyamgama was relocated to what was previously 
bare land far from the towns the villagers were used to, there were no healthcare facilities in 
close proximity. Vaddavan has always remained disconnected from the nearest town due to a 
lack of transportation. In order to remedy this problem, during Reconstruction Sarvodaya 
organised an office for a healthcare worker in the community centre in both Damniyamgama 
and Vaddavan once a week (Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader, 2015: Vaddavan Sarvodaya 
Leader, 2015). As the Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) explained, ‘There is an office for a 
medical officer in the community centre. It is still there. Like, the first two to three years, a 




after the initial few years, this facility eventually disappeared from the village due to a lack of 
adequate transport and leadership. The situation in Vaddavan was the same. As Vaddavan 
villager 1 (2015) explained, ‘A health officer came regularly to our village during the first 
few years and then it stopped. We don’t even know why that stopped. It is very easy for us if 
our village continued to have these kinds of facilities because we are far away from the 
towns’.  Healthcare was never organised for Addapalam and villagers cited this as an issue of 
concern from the beginning (Addapalam villagers 1-10, 2015).  
At the time of fieldwork, villagers in Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, all 
commuted to their nearest towns to access healthcare, which, as will be discussed in Chapter 
Nine, impacted negatively on their Economics Spheres.  
 
Basic Need Seven: Basic Communication Facilities 
Most tsunami-affected villagers reported that they had lost their mobiles phones in the 
disaster. Further, telecommunication lines in the tsunami-affected areas were disrupted for a 
few weeks. The telecommunication corporations re-established their lines in the affected 
areas with as minimal delay as possible. In terms of the Seventh Basic Need of 
communication facilities, most of the villagers said they bought phones for communication 
only after improving their economic status as they were not provided in relief efforts 
(Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan villagers, 2015). Most of the households did not 
have a fixed telephone line at their home as they could not afford to pay to establish the 
connection or did not want to pay the monthly rental. Therefore, the villagers achieved the 
Seventh Need of basic communication facilities mostly independently through the growth of 
their household economic activities over time, however this contributed to financial issues as 
most of the villagers experienced high levels of debt as they used micro-credit available to 
them to mainly boost their consumption rather than to carry out systematic and well-planned 
economic activities. Buying mobile phones, radios, televisions, and other electrical 
equipment like refrigerators, fans and stereos were the things that most villagers prioritised. 
While all three communities did not raise any complaints about communication facilities, 
their consumption patterns were not conducive for sustainable growth as they relied mostly 





While in Damniyamgama and Addapalam, the use of telecommunication facilities 
strengthened their Economics Sphere, in Vaddavan it became a unsustainable consumer 
behaviour, that caused disruptions to their Economics Sphere, as will be discussed in more 
detail in Chapter Nine.  
 
Basic Need Eight: A Minimal Supply of Energy  
To satisfy the requirement for the Eighth Basic Need, energy, Sarvodaya initially equipped 
houses in Damniyamgama and Vaddavan with solar panels (Damniyamgama Sarvodaya 
Leader, 2015; Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). However, later, both villages obtained 
access to electricity from the Government’s central grid. As the Damniyamgama villager 3 
(2015) said, ‘We had both solar panels and electricity from the Government’s supply. We 
never had a problem with electricity. Also we managed to save a lot on electricity when we 
used solar panels, but now the batteries died and none of us have the money to replace its 
battery, which costs about Rs. 18,000 [$180]’. Vaddavan villager 10 (2015) elaborated upon 
their experience with energy as follows: 
Electricity came to our village with post-tsunami reconstruction activities. The 
Government gave the power line to our village, but we had to individually apply 
for electricity to our own houses. People in our village have never had electricity 
before, so nobody really cared or thought it is a big deal. The donor, who was a 
foreigner, asked would you prefer solar panels or wiring? People said solar 
panels are enough for us. They thought that is enough. But as the needs and 
demand went higher with all the electrical equipment we bought, we saw that 
we have a big demand for electricity. Solar panels couldn’t do much. Maybe 
light a bulb or two and a black and white television. Soon we had refrigerators, 
colour televisions, radios, music players, mobile phones and almost everything 
like that. So soon people began to apply for electricity connections to their 
houses. 
 In Addapalam, the village was connected to the government’s energy grid straight away and 
the houses came complete with electricity (Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Addapalam 
villagers, 2015).  
Although renewable energy contributed positively to the Economics and Consciousness 




both these spheres for these villagers, while in Vaddavan, the maintenance costs disrupted 
only their Economics Sphere. In Addapalam, since the reconstructed village was linked to a 
continuous supply of electricity from the government’s grid, this contributed positively to this 
villages’ Economics Sphere. 
 
Basic Need Nine: Holistic Education 
Sarvodaya attempted to satisfy the Ninth Basic Need for holistic education in 
Damniyamgama and Vaddavan by establishing a pre-school within the village 
(Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader, 2015: Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). The children 
in Damniyamgama village were given various cultural, moral and social-skills education 
from Sarvodaya practitioners as well as from international organisations like UNICEF and 
Red Cross (Damniyamgama villagers 1,5,6,8, 2015). However, these programs waned in 
Damniyamgama after the initial four years. These will be discussed in more detail in the next 
chapter, Chapter Eight, under Rehabilitation. The Vaddavan village was not supported so 
extensively as only a preschool was established there, which was dysfunctional at the time of 
fieldwork (Vaddavan villagers 2,5,10, 2015). In Addapalam, Sarvodaya did not provide even 
a preschool (Addapalam villagers 1-10, 2015). Consequently, at the time that fieldwork was 
completed, the children of all ages from all three villages travelled to the town centres for 
primary and higher education, and as a result some irregularly attended school and some had 
dropped out (Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan villagers 2015). As 
Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) said: 
My children go to Kalutara for schooling and so do most of the children here. 
Some children don’t go to school and recently I made the Government officers 
aware of these children. Anyways, when the school is so far away and parents 
have to spend a lot of money and the transportation is irregular, it is difficult to 
blame school drop out rates also.  
 As the Addapalam villager 1 (2015) believed, difficulty accessing education is making 
people lose interest in Addapalam village. Private tuition classes for school children is a very 
popular alternative education in Sri Lanka. Private tuition classes teach the same school 
syllabus, but parents believe that learning the same syllabus for the second time brings good 
results for their children, or that private tuition teachers have better methods of teaching than 




consider Addapalam as a favourable area for their classes due to transportation costs 
(Addapalam villager 3, 2015). Therefore they feel that their children are disadvantaged 
educationally both in the regular schooling as well as in receiving private tuition (Addapalam 
villager 1, 2, 3, 9, 2015).  
As the Vaddavan villager 10 (2015) also added: 
Education is one of the most important things now. When there was war we 
didn’t think of school, but today we think of it for our children. So education 
should develop. We don’t have any educational facilities within or in close 
proximity to the village. We send them to the towns to schools and it is difficult 
with the cost for transport. Children also find it difficult to make it on time to 
the school. All this lowers the standard of our children’s educational experience. 
As shown above, Sarvodaya initially successfully provided educational activities in 
Damniyamgama producing positive outcomes in the village. However, the lack of planning in 
Damniyamgama and inadequate provision of education in the other two villages led to further 
disruptions in the Economics Spheres and will be further examined in Chapters Nine. 
 
Basic Need Ten: The Satisfaction of Spiritual and Cultural Needs 
The Tenth Basic Need of Satisfaction of spiritual and cultural needs was addressed by 
including the community in various Sarvodaya programs and training sessions. Recreational 
activity, as further discussed in Chapter Eight under Rehabilitation, was a central part of this 
Basic Need. Community centres were built in all three villages for the villagers to gather and 
conduct recreational activities (Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Addapalam 
Sarvodaya Leader, 2015; Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). There are also a kovil and a 
church inside the village of Vaddavan and a kovil and a mosque in Addapalam. 
Damniyamgama did not have any religious centres inside the village. The Tenth Basic Need, 
as part of the Consciousness Sphere, was satisfied in all three villages for a limited period of 
time and, will be examined in more detail in Chapter Eight. 
 
Conclusion 
As Beck (2009, pp.2-3, pp.293-294) argued, climate change and consequent natural disasters 
are the most significant as well as complex risks in contemporary times. Although in terms of 




Beck (1999, pp.62-63) argued that ‘[t]he poorest in the world will be hit the hardest’, as they 
are the least adept due to the lack of power, voice and financial resources. The impact of the 
2004 tsunami on Sri Lankan fisher communities exemplified the extent of risks poor 
communities can face in a situation of a natural disaster. As described in the first half of this 
chapter, the affected coastal communities were prohibited from rebuilding in the buffer zone, 
which displaced them. Compensation was provided in terms of relocation to lands assigned 
by the government, and the villagers did not have the power to object to these decisions. The 
new communities were built on lands that the villagers perceived to be unfavourable for their 
previous livlihoods and way of life. Almost all participants interviewed lost everything to the 
tsunami, and did not have land anywhere else to move to. They lived in absolute poverty, in 
temporary camps or moved between relatives, until reconstruction projects were completed.  
This chapter examined how Sarvodaya’s Ten Basic Needs approach to Reconstruction 
addressed the risk of post-tsunami absolute poverty of resettled communities amidst the 
urgency of post-disaster reconstruction. Although the relocation villages of Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan were built in marginal lands and this led to many issues in the long 
run, Sarvodaya addressed the Basic Need One of a clean and a beautiful environment by 
ensuring that the relocation environments were prestine and unpolluted. Basic Need Two of 
adequate provision of clean drinking water was satisfied in the villages of Damniyamgama 
and Addapalam by connecting these villages to the Government’s water supply system. 
Damniyamgama was also supplemented with rainwater tanks. Sarvodaya, through donor 
funding, took care to provide a solution for water scarcity in Vaddavan by giving every 
household a 500 litre water tank, and the village, a bowser. Although it did not work as 
planned, The Sarvodaya bowser was expected to come and fill the water tanks in the village 
regularly. The Basic Need Three of minimal supply of clothing was taken care of by the 
Government, the local citizens, Sarvodaya and various other local organisations and 
businesses in the relief phase of the aftermath of the tsunami, while the villagers themselves 
managed to satisfy this need through their initial economic recovery. 
While Reconstructing the Economic Sphere with the Ten Basic Needs,  Sarvodaya opened 
platforms for community participation in the Reconstruction of the Fourth Basic Need, 
nutritional activities, related to home gardening, and the Reconstruction of houses, which 
satisfied Basic Need Five. This made the Power Sphere of these villages intersect with the 
Economic Sphere. In the special case of Damniyamgama, Basic Need Four - adequate and 




activity, achieving an intersection between all three spheres of Consciousness, Power and 
Economics.  
In order to meet the Basic Need Six, Sarvodaya arranged basic health care for both 
Damniyamgama and Vaddavan villagers in the community centre. Although this was not 
sustained in the long run, it provided healthcare facilities for the villagers in the initial three 
to four years. Healthcare, however was never planned for Addapalam and this was a 
drawback for Addapalam villagers since resetlement. In terms of the provision of the Seventh 
Basic Need, most of the villagers said they bought phones for communication only after 
improving their economic status, as communication equipment were not provided to them 
during relief or resettlement. Yet, villagers did not find this to be a problem at the stage of 
recovery. Sarvodaya addressed Basic Need Eight with well-planned efforts to create a 
renewable source of energy in Damniyamgama and Vaddavan by building houses with solar 
panels. All three villages were eventually connected to the government’s electricity grid, 
giving them unlimited access to electricity. In the long term, this made solar panels an 
unpopular, costly infrastructure. Basic Need Nine of holistic education was initially provided 
to Damniyamgama and Vaddavan by establishing a pre-school within the villages. 
Addapalam, however, was not given a preschool. Plans for the continuation of education 
were never actualised, thus these villages experienced the disconnection with education 
provision usually felt by the rural sector. The Tenth Basic Need of the satisfaction of spiritual 
and cultural needs was addressed by including all three communities in various Sarvodaya 
cultural programs, exchange camps and training sessions. 
However, while Sarvodaya and the villagers initially successfully eliminated absolute 
poverty, the socioeconomic disconnections felt by the villagers as a result of being relocated 
to beautiful but marginal inland locations away from the sea and from their previous 
community infrastructure created new economic and social vulnerabilities. This was largely 
as a result of top-down decision-making at the macro institutional level by the government, 
donors and Sarvodaya, that did not provide a participatory platform that allowed the villagers 
to have input into decisions about where they were to be relocated. On a more positive note, 
Sarvodaya’s well-established multi-actor peace building networks (Halafoff, 2013, p.52) with 
local citizens and international donors working together, enabled them to respond quickly to 




While Sarvodaya successfully involved the villagers in participatory governance practices 
addressing some of the Ten Basic Needs, and the villagers’ shramadana and paid labour 
assisted with providing new housing and nutrition which was deeply appreciated by the 
inhabitants of all three villagers, an inability to become financially self-sustaining and a lack 
of ongoing support from state and international partners led to the gradual demise of this 
infrastructure that supported all Ten Basic Needs, and led to the risk of relative poverty.  This 
will be discussed in Chapters Nine and Ten on Reawakening in relation to the Economic, 
Power and Consciousness Spheres. The next chapter, Chapter Eight, discusses the third and 






Chapter Eight - Rehabilitation and Reconciliation – The Social 
Rebuilding of Sarvodaya’s Post-tsunami Resettlement Villages 
Introduction 
The previous chapter explored how the three villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan were physically reconstructed according to Sarvodaya’s Ten Basic Needs 
framework alleviating the risk of their absolute post-tsunami poverty. I also examined the 
successes and failures of this process, and they will be explored in more detail in Chapters 
Nine and Ten on Reawakening. This chapter analyses what I have identified as the social 
rebuilding of the Sarvodaya villages during the phases of Rehabilitation and Reconciliation, 
focusing on the Consciousness and Power Spheres in Sarvodaya’s holistic model of 
sustainable development. As the discussion in this chapter reveals, overall, villagers spoke 
enthusiastically about Sarvodaya’s approach to the initial social rebuilding of their 
communities, which spanned three to four years after Reconstruction. Yet, as the following 
chapters examine, this enthusiasm waned as hardships emerged when Sarvodaya gradually 
withdrew their engagement from the villages due to various reasons. These dynamics will be 
evaluated further in chapters Nine and Ten. 
 
Background to Sarvodaya’s Post-tsunami Efforts on Rehabilitation and 
Reconciliation 
In 2004, the year that the tsunami hit Sri Lanka, the ongoing ethnic conflict was already in its 
third decade. The eastern coast, in which both the Addapalam and Vaddavan villages are 
now, was severely affected both by the tsunami and the ethnic conflict.  The eastern part of 
Sri Lanka consists of both Muslim and Tamil communities, but living in their own segregated 
areas. Since the conflict began, there have always been rivalries occurring between these 
communities (Hyndman, 2011, p. 23, 29). The displacement after the tsunami and the 
introduction of the 100 metres from the coast buffer zone intensified the political tensions and 
resentment between these groups in the east due to displacement and land ownership issues 
(Hyndman, 2011, p.24, 29). 
These tensions were further exacerbated by the government’s position on dispersing 




tsunami, the World Bank allocated a US$1.5 billion reconstruction and recovery fund for Sri 
Lanka, separately between the Sri Lankan government, the LTTE and the Muslim 
communities, which they called the Post-Tsunami Operational Management Structure (P-
TOMS) (Hyndman, 2011, p.27). P-TOMS was signed in June 2005 by the international donor 
forum, a partnership between donors funding post-tsunami reconstruction, leading to 
Sinhalese nationalist protests for allowing funds to be distributed to the LTTE which the 
government has declared as a terrorist organisation (Hyndman, 2011, p.27). In July 2005, the 
government of Sri Lanka succeeded in petitioning the P-TOMS in the Supreme Court for 
violating the ‘territorial integrity of the state’ (Hyndman, 2011, p.28). While the government 
forfeited the World Bank fund, other private funds that were coming from international 
donors went to the government and were managed centrally (Hyndman 2011, p.28). Other 
private INGOs and NGOs in Sri Lanka also received private international funds to assist with 
post-tsunami rebuilding (Hyndman, 2011, pp.33-36). As Jennifer Hyndman (2011, p.34) 
stated, the rebuilding efforts undertaken by NGOs, while ‘well-intentioned’, at times created 
a ‘confusing competition’ by promoting their ‘own organizational agendas’ (Hyndman, 2011, 
p.34). At the start, the coordination efforts between these NGOs and national aims for 
rebuilding were managed by the President’s Office, but later were devolved to more local 
levels, such as the District Secretariats and Divisional Secretariats (Hyndman, 2011, p.34). 
As Sarvodaya stated, they and the IICP had two main objectives in reconstructing 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, which were to alleviate their pre-tsunami 
poverty (Cassini et al., 2008, p.24), and most importantly, to create inter-ethnic reconciliation 
between these three villages (Sarvodaya, 2006, p.116; Cassini et al., 2008, pp. 16, 43, 44). As 
V. Ariyaratne (quoted in Cassini et al., 2008, p.58) said: 
… we were looking for opportunities to link the tsunami recovery projects with 
peace building. We wanted the projects to be not only about reconstructing 
villages, but also about bringing harmony to the communities and to contribute 
to a healing process. Right after the disaster there was too much agony. The 
healing after the tsunami trauma was mainly when they saw the houses coming 
up. For people in the east the trauma is doubled, because of the displacements 
which have resulted from the war. We were able to use the healing process to 




The stages of Rehabilitation and Reconciliation were used as complementary processes for 
peace building in these villages, relying mostly on Sarvodaya’s Consciousness building 
concepts of tolerance and interdependence, and the Power Sphere initiatives of face-to-face 
communities and village groups. As mentioned in Phase 4, of the 1990s-2000s, the concept of 
tolerance is situated in the Consciousness Sphere, as it requires accepting and honouring 
difference by denouncing anger and ignorance and developing the spiritual values of ‘loving-
kindness, generosity, forgiveness, and calmness’ (A.T. Ariyaratne, 2016). As V. Ariyaratne 
(2015) explained, and as was discussed in Chapter Seven, spirituality is an inner connection 
one feels between one’s self and others, including with nature and all living beings. 
Developing right interconnections between self and all life external leads to inner peace and 
inner realisations. These feelings gradually develop into moral wisdom, resulting in a state of 
awakening or self-awareness (V. Ariyaratne, 2015; A.T. Ariyaratne, 2016).  
For Sarvodaya, awakening, at the micro and meso levels include individual awakening 
centred on the values of loving kindness, compassionate action, selfless joy and equanimity, 
and group awakening with the values of selfless giving, pleasant speech, constructive action 
and equality. Therefore, according to the Sarvodaya concept of tolerance, right 
interconnections can remove negative emotions that trigger violence at individual, 
community and national levels through a process of individual and group awakening. As 
explained in Chapter Six, promoting face-to-face communities — communities that consist of 
approximately one hundred families — makes the process of awakening easier and smoother. 
These face-to-face communities strengthen participatory democracy by allowing better inter-
personal interactions at the grassroots level. 
In the early 2000s A.T. Ariyaratne began to implement the idea of tolerance in Sri Lankan 
communities through a program called Village to Village, Heart to Heart, which enabled 
youth exchange between Tamil communities of Sarvodaya villages in the north, and 
Sinhalese communities in the south of Sri Lanka (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). As 
Marshall’s (2015) interview with V.Ariyaratne also reveals, peacebuilding and national 
conflict transformation became one of the major prorities of Sarvodaya’s work. As the 
Vaddavan Sarvodaya Village Leader (2015) described: 
Early 2000s was a period of time intense with war in the North and the East. 
Sinhalese people in other parts of the country couldn’t imagine coming to 




Village to Village, Heart to Heart program, Sarvodaya brought a group of 
Sinhalese youth from a Sarvodaya village in the middle part of the country 
[Bandarawela] to this Sarvodaya village in the East. They spent three days with 
Tamil families while the war was still on. At the end of the stay, a national 
television line came and interviewed the Sinhalese group and they said ‘before 
coming here we thought all Tamils are LTTE rebels. But now we know that they 
are just like us. They are very hospitable nice people.  
The Sinhalese families then hosted the Tamil youth. As the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader 
(2015) reflected, the Village to Village, Heart to Heart program was one of Sarvodaya’s best 
achievements towards peace and reconciliation in war-affected Sri Lanka. Following the 
Reconstruction stage in the aftermath of the 2004 tsunami, Sarvodaya and the IICP decided to 
apply the principles of the Village to Village, Heart to Heart program in the Rehabilitation 
and Reconciliation stages of their post-tsunami reconstruction of the three villages of 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan. As Cassini et al (2008, p.26) observed: 
The reconstruction project was therefore designed as part of a larger endeavour 
to create an environment which would enable interaction between Muslims, 
Sinhalese and Tamils within the Eastern Province. 
 
Rehabilitation, Reconciliation and Risk Governance of Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan Villagers 
One of the main risks that were exacerbated in post-disaster redevelopment were institutional 
vulnerabilities caused by ethnic and religious divisions. Institutional vulnerabilities occur 
either from disruptions to the existing systems of leadership or from a reinforcement of 
existing unequal power structures (Birkmann, et al., 2014). As examined in the section above, 
land displacement and relocation plans disrupted the territorial authority exercised by Muslim 
and Tamil ethnic groups to certain areas following the 2004 tsunami. Nationwide, at a macro 
level, tsunami aid distribution strategies and government policies also ‘intensified ethno-
national tensions’ (Hyndman, 2011, p.33).  
In response to these tensions, Sarvodaya set out on a peace building program to rehabilitate 
and reconcile Muslims, Tamils and Sinhalese in Sri Lanka, by establishing the two post-




They also initiated peace building activities with these villages and the Sinhalese village of 
Damniyamgama in the west, founded on the values of diversity, harmonious living and 
tolerance. Sarvodaya also appointed Sarvodaya leaders to each of these villages from their 
experienced staff to facilitate the Rehabilitation and Reconciliation processes. Please see 
Table 9 for the ethnic and religious composition of the three villages Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan. 
Table 9: The Ehnic and Religious Diversity of Sarvodaya Reconstruction Villages 





Damniyamgama Sinhalese Buddhist 
Christian 
Vaddavan Tamil Christian 
Hindu 
Based on (Cassini et al., 2008, p.16) and author’s fieldwork (2015). 
Furthermore, the number of households in each village was conditional upon the funding 
Sarvodaya received. All three villages were relatively aligned with the Sarvodaya’s concept 
of face-to-face communities. Damniyamgama consisted of 55 households, while Addapalam 
and Vaddavan were built with 100 and 200 houses respectively. 
 
Rehabilitation and Reconciliation in Damniyamgama 
As shown in the previous chapter, Damniyamgama was the first Sarvodaya village to 
conclude its Reconstruction stage. Sarvodaya had two main expectations for Damniyamgama, 
which were, to develop it as an ecovillage and to also involve it as the Sinhalese peace village 
partner in their reconciliatory Village to Village, Heart to Heart Program. Although there 
was no significant religious or ethnic diversity in Damniyamgama, Damniyamgama 
participated in the reconciliatory effort through youth exchange programs that were carried 
out between these three communities from the east and the west. Prior to involving 
Damniyamgama in the peace village program, the first main challenge for Sarvodaya was to 
rehabilitate the completely new Damniyamgama village. This included uniting the 





As described in Chapter Seven, 55 families were selected to reside in Damniyamgama at the 
time they were living temporarily in camps in Kalutara after the tsunami. Sarvodaya created a 
Sarvodaya Shramadana Society (SSS) in the camps among these families as the first step 
towards Rehabilitation. As shown in the previous chapter, the SSS served as a means for the 
villagers to get together to participate in the Reconstruction of their houses. As Cassini et al. 
(2008, p.51) noted, at the very early stage of Reconstruction, the SSS was a participatory 
decision-making platform, which provided people the power to make them self-reliant. The 
SSS gave the villagers an opportunity to connect both with Sarvodaya and their fellow 
villagers. As Damniyamgama villager 6 (2015) said: 
I didn’t know Sarvodaya before the reconstruction project. With the 
reconstruction project, I got introduced to Sarvodaya and as we participated in 
the reconstruction activities, I began to like Sarvodaya more and more.  
Although the beneficiaries initially came together through the SSS, living together as one 
community was still a challenge to them (Damniyamgama villagers 5, 7, 2015). 
Damniyamgama villager 3 (2015) explained that: 
Since we came from at least four different areas, we found it very difficult to 
adjust to the situation and come together. We only had nine families who were 
from where we were before. 
This sentiment was widely shared by the other Damniyamgama villagers. However, at the 
same time most community members believed that the SSS was a very effective method to 
prepare them to move to their new village and that the SSS assisted them in creating the 
bonds needed to become a community (Damniyamgama villagers 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 2015). 
As Damniyamgama villager 7 (2015) recounted:  
The SSS included people from a variety of villages who were to become the 
beneficiaries of ecovillage houses and there we had unity. We overcame our 
differences there.  
Damniyamgama villagers 5 (2015) further added that: 
Before we got settled [in Damniyamgama], we had the opportunity to connect 




While this initial stage of community building occurred during the Reconstruction phase 
through the SSS, more systematic Rehabilitation took place in the village of Damniyamgama 
centred on Sarvodaya methods of community organisation and ecological practices.  The SSS 
played a significant role in village leadership, as it acted as an advisory group of elders who 
identified village needs and resolved community issues. As Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) 
who was a member of the SSS recalled: 
The SSS was a group of nine members, we were all adults, like older than the 
general rest. At that time, I’m speaking about the first two to three years, at that 
time we were fully developed, we were excellent, our SSS had nine members, 
we visited families if we thought they had problems and we helped them resolve 
their issues. We were welcomed in their houses and they listened to us. 
Damniyamgama villager 7 (2015) recalled how during this phase of Rehabilitation Sarvodaya 
also turned ‘their attention to various age groups in the village such as the kids and adults’, 
forming a Children’s Group, Youth Group and the Mothers’ Group. Damniyamgama villager 
8 (2015) praised the Mothers’ Group in particular: 
There were groups, we learned things we never knew. Mothers' groups taught 
us how to be moral and good mothers, create good friendships with others, 
taught good values to children. I participated in most of the programs too. 
Mothers' group taught us how to resolve problems and how to prevent problems 
from arising. This was as soon as we came. 
And Damniyamgama villager 6 (2015) enthusiastically recalled her experiences with the 
youth group: 
I was in the youth group when I was 16 years old. Now I’m 25 and married. We 
did a lot of group activities and cultural dance shows at that time. I had six 
friends with me in the youth group. We were taken to perahera (procession) 
dancing, we were a dancing group that performed at Sarvodaya functions and 
celebrations. At the time of the youth group, we never called anyone with any 
bad words. We used kinship terms for everyone in the village like one big 
family. Sarvodaya also reinforced the religious values taught in our religions. 




Buddha stature. Every day at 5.30pm all kids went there with flowers and oil to 
light lamps. Then we go back home after that. 
With these programs, the villagers began to bond together and also created a deeper 
connection with Sarvodaya. As the Damniyamgama villager 4 (2015) said: 
We didn’t know Sarvodaya before, but we got to know about Sarvodaya when 
we came here, we liked them and that helped them take their programs forward. 
They took videos of us doing things and showed it back to us, they collected 
our children and taught them good values and things, they held various 
programs for us, they brought in other people to our village and we had the 
opportunity to know them, they were really interested in us too. So we really 
had a big thing for who Sarvodaya was. Many people had A.T. Ariyaratne sir’s 
photo hanging on their walls or stuck on their doors. 
Sarvodaya’s community building activities were not limited to these groups, but they also 
carried out a systematic training of eco-village practices, which included all the villagers in 
general. The ‘other people’ being brought into Damniyamgama mentioned in the quote above 
were related to these eco-practices. While the initial focus was on these children’s, youth and 
mothers’ programs, it became evident from the interviews with the Damniyamgama villagers 
1-10 (2015) that the main program that actually bound the community together was home 
gardening and that the central like-minded  group in the village became the large group of 
community gardeners.  
As explained in Chapter Seven, during Reconstruction the implementing partners (Sarvodaya 
and the IICP) constructed all houses with a plot of land of their own for the home garden. 
Various village-based activities were centred on the practice of gardening. Sarvodaya 
invested an extensive amount of knowledge, time and effort in establishing this practice as a 
core community building activity of this ecovillage, which, as discussed in the previous 
chapter, also satisfied the Fourth Basic Need of adequate and balanced nutrition. As 
Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) explained: 
When it came to cultivating our gardens, it wasn’t like Sarvodaya just told us to 
put a seed in the ground and grow a tree out of it. They did it in detail. They 
brought university professors here and gave us the scientific and educational 




their headquarters and they ran programs for us there as well. Sarvodaya bore 
all the expenses. There I saw bio-gas for the first time. They taught us how to 
make bio-gas and Sarvodaya   gave us compost fertiliser too. 
Sarvodaya closely monitored the progress of the gardening activities (Damniyamgama 
villagers 5, 7, 2015). Every year there was a competition in the village to select the best 
garden and the winner received a cash prize of Rs. 5000 (AUS $50). Sarvodaya also 
dedicated a significant amount of publicity to the home gardens of the eco-village. They 
presented a documentary video of the eco-village’s home gardens, their cultivation and the 
garden’s produce at the opening ceremony of Sarvodaya’s second reconstruction village in 
Addapalam (Damniyamgama villagers 2, 3, 2015).  
Sarvodaya also ran a program called the Family Gathering in Damniyamgama. In a Family 
Gathering, all villagers would gather in one house, bring a dish cooked from their garden 
produce, eat, chat, sing and enjoy the meals together (Damniyamgama villager 5, 8, 2015). 
Moreover, the children’s group and Mother’s Group activities were also mostly centred on 
these gardening activities. A regular fair called the Sigithi Pola (Kids’ Fair), that was 
mentioned in the previous chapter, was held where children came together to sell the produce 
from their home garden. The income they generated was saved in bank accounts opened for 
these children (Damniyamgama villager 3, 5, 6, 8, 2015).  
In addition, Sarvodaya built a Community Centre in the middle of the village, funded by 
Sarvodaya USA, to facilitate group activities and strengthen the ‘sense of community and the 
relations between the villagers themselves’ (Cassini et al., 2008, p.51). The Community 
Centre included a bank, a computer centre, a library and a dispensary. There were a few extra 
rooms for any travelling Sarvodaya staff to come and stay over in the village if required. In 
the first two to three years, Sarvodaya’s Dam-Niyamgama village leader became a regular 
occupant of one of the rooms. He carried out close monitoring and guiding of the community 
to help them initially implement and then further develop their community-based activities 
(Damniyamgama villagers 5, 8, 2015). 
Villagers were highly motivated by the environmental practice of community gardening in 
the Rehabilitation phase (Damniyamgama villagers 5, 7, 8, 2015). For most villagers it was a 
new experience to grow and eat produce from their own gardens. As Damniyamgama villager 




It is a wonderful experience to pluck whatever we needed from our own garden. 
It is not like going to the market to buy vegies. We grew and we reaped the 
harvest and consumed it in our households.  
Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) added: 
We grew and we reaped the harvest and consumed it in our households. It was 
a very fulfilling experience. We also shared our produce with our relatives 
closer to the coast, who didn’t have the luxury of growing their own vegies. 
As Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) also said, ‘many groups were interested in our village at 
that time, government groups, foreigners, those who are from universities, and other private 
people’. Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) also recalled that: 
[Damniyamgama] was constructed as an eco-village and we had a lot of 
recognition. Sometimes we received about 25-30 vehicles in our village and 
everyone was surprised because no other village in this area received that 
amount of cars. All Sarvodaya white vehicles kept coming in and out. It was a 
nice sight for us. We felt proud. Others who saw us kept asking ‘what is going 
on in your village with all the white people and other, sort of, official looking 
people?’ They asked ‘why do you run so many programs?’ We felt proud, like 
we were like the centre of attention.   
Being the first ecovillage in Sri Lanka, its related activities brought national and international 
attention and a great sense of pride and purpose to the ecovillagers at that time. Apart from 
the community garden, other environmental infrastructure such as the waste sorting and 
collection station, solar panels and the rainwater tanks, helped to develop a strong collective 
identity among the Damniyamgama community through the eco-practices they adopted while 
using these features. During the first two years of Rehabilitation, the Sarvodaya District 
Office in Kalutara and the Head Office in Moratuwa, together with the Sarvodaya leader in 
Damniyamgama, constantly provided environmental education to all villagers, which also 
constituted a part of Damniyamgama’s holistic education. As Damniyamgama villager 6 
(2015) recalled: 
I learned about waste sorting, solar panels, water saving, new methods of water 
collecting like rainwater tanks, only after coming into this village. I then also 




Damniyamgama villager 4 (2015) added:  
What I found interesting was that they taught us how to dispose of garbage 
systematically. We didn’t know garbage has to be thrown out systematically. 
We learned that from Sarvodaya after coming here.  
Sarvodaya also involved the children’s group and the youth group in maintaining the eco-
friendly infrastructure. As Damniyamgama villager 2 (2015) explained: 
Our village is called Damniyamgama [the suburban village of Dhrama] because 
we are an environmentally friendly village. We had environmental programs 
like waste sorting and recycling. We had waste collecting station in the village 
for glass, paper and plastic. We, from [the] children’s group and youth group, 
were in charge of managing these stations and sorting waste. We had eight from 
our groups doing this. Adults in the village helped us a lot too. Villagers dispose 
of their waste once a week, plastic separately, paper separately and so on. The 
City Council’s tractor comes to collect this waste almost once a month. We had 
compost bins for bio-degradable waste. We loved that sort of environmental 
education. We learned about rainwater tanks too. We used that water in our 
gardens. Then we had solar panels. Two from our village had a special training 
to repair the solar systems. They got that training from the solar panel company. 
We had these [the environmental activities] going for about two years and that 
was a time we were truly connected. 
As shown in the previous chapter, while home gardening was related to the Economic 
Sphere, it also contributed to the creation of the Consciousness Sphere, as discussed here, as 
these activities bound the villagers together and enabled Individual Awakening through 
actions of loving-kindness and Group Awakening through values of interdependence, selfless 
giving, pleasant speech, constructive action and equality. 
The connection that Damniyamgama villagers felt at this stage was not limited internally to 
their own village. When the other two villages, Addapalam and Vaddavan, finished their 
Reconstruction and entered into the processes of Rehabilitation and Reconciliation, 
Sarvodaya designed programs between all three villages to share their experiences of 




Damniyamgama. Participating in these programs became Damniyamgama’s contribution in 
broader Reconciliation strategies. 
As Damniyamgama villagers 2 and 3 (2015) recalled, in 2007 or 2008, 80 children came 
from Jaffna (the north of Sri Lanka) and stayed in the houses of Damniyamgama villagers. 
This Damniyamgama Children’s Group intercultural exchange program’s campfire became a 
memorable event for most. That night, all villagers cooked together in a camp outside and 
spent the night dancing around a campfire. As a reconciliatory effort through the Village to 
Village, Heart to Heart program, Sarvodaya also enabled children from Damniyamgama to 
travel to Addapalam and Vaddavan. As Damniyamgama villager 3 (2015), who was a 
member of the youth group at that time happily recounted: 
We went to Ampara [where Addapalam is] and Batticaloa [where Vaddavan is] 
to develop friendships with Tamil and Muslim children. We participated in all 
these activities. We went on trips. We had so much fun. We went to Vaddavan 
and Nintavur villages, it was amazing! We stayed over in Sarvodaya head 
offices. We sang, screamed, joked … with Muslim or Tamil children. They 
formed groups of one Muslim, one Tamil and one Sinhala. The two Muslim and 
Tamil children were our friends. We ate, hung out … with them. But we didn’t 
know how to speak with them because our languages were different. We learned 
a little bit of Tamil over the three-day period, like, even if we ask for water, we 
mostly used the sign language, but then we learned to say thanni, thanni, thanni 
(water, in Tamil language) and then they brought water. It was so much fun! A 
Muslim boy sent me letters for about a one year. He wrote to me in Tamil. I 
didn’t understand. There was a Tamil family here, so I went to them and asked 
them to translate for me. It was nothing, just friends, and they were inviting me 
to come over again. Another was a Tamil girl called Ambikkar. She also kept 
writing to me. We were about 16 years old.  
She also described the sort of enjoyment they experienced during their travels: 
On the way, Sarvodaya stopped over at hotels to eat. We have never eaten in 
such places before. We ate, ate, ate! Sarvodaya spent about Rs. 25,000 (AUS 
$250) only for lunch. I ate so much like one and half loaves of bread and our 
Sarvodaya leader joked at me saying ‘oh child, don’t eat like that! Now I’ll have 




places in Sarvodaya offices. We had all the facilities like bathrooms and rooms 
separately for girls and boys. 
The reconciliatory exchange programs had a beneficial effect not only on the children, but 
also their families. Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015), who is a mother, believed that the 
exchange program was a valuable experience for her children. She said that: 
It is one of those things that we would never have done on our own because of 
the ethnic situation in the country. We could never have gone there and 
introduced ourselves like that to a community in the north or the east. Also we 
could not have afforded the travel costs.  
The Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) also stated that: 
Sarvodaya ran many programs in the village. We didn’t have the money to 
experience most of those things privately on our own. These programs 
developed a value system in the community that we become aware of. There 
was the chance to participate as well. It gave me the feeling that if we get 
together as a group, we can do something that makes us feel happy.  
Damniyamgama villager 7 (2015) also described her positive experience in the Heart to 
Heart program: 
And then we received children from north and east in this village. Tamil kids 
came. Our children took their phone numbers and addresses and gave them 
calls, wrote them letters. Even now my son keeps saying his friends from there 
urge him to come and visit them in Nintavur. It was a very good initiative to 
show us that we can just as easily mingle with other ethnic communities. It gave 
us the full awareness of our limited frame of mind.  
The Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) too shared his observations of the program: 
Sarvodaya took our children to Sarvodaya villages in the east during war time. 
Also Tamil children from those villages came to our village. Muslim kids came 
too and they lived with us for seven days. They were also from various religions 




and Sarvodaya played a very involved role in it. We had this going for about 
two to three years. 
Through the reconciliatory Village to Village, Heart to Heart program, both the young and 
older generations of Damniyamgama overcame ethnic prejudices through their interactions 
with Addapalam and Vaddavan. As a Sinhalese community who hardly had an exposure to 
inter-ethnic encounters or visiting the northern or eastern parts of Sri Lanka due to the war, 
they appreciated the new perspective they acquired into inter-religious and inter-ethnic 
coexistence.  
Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) also added: 
These all were very good programs that we loved and enjoyed. A lot of people 
who didn’t have a feeling about living as a community learned a lot from these 
events. What I mean by this is that, a lot of people who didn’t have a good 
education, who haven’t gone to school also came in the mix to live here. They 
had a good orientation to community values and living together in a community. 
The campfire, the musical show, these were very good too. 
As discussed above, Damniyamgama’s process of Rehabilitation and Reconciliation were 
important in two ways, which were to adopt the practices of an ecovillage and then to take 
part in the broader Village to Village, Heart to Heart reconciliatory program. Sarvodaya’s 
Rehabilitation and Reconciliation programs in Damniyamgama created Individual and Group 
Awakening generating social cohesion at micro and meso levels. Further, in the first three to 
four years that home gardening was successful, Damniyamgama villagers lived a fulfilling 
life in their new village. Within the first three to four years, the Damniyamgama ecovillage 
also achieved the five sustainability criteria of social, cultural, ecological, economic and 
whole system design, described by the Global Ecovillage Network (nd-b) in the previous 
chapter, which equates with Sarvodaya’s holistic model of sustainable development.  As 
Damniyamgama 7 (2015) surmised, ‘in this village, with Sarvodaya, our kids and we came a 
long way towards real progress’. 
 
Rehabilitation and Reconciliation in Addapalam 
As explained in the previous chapter, Addapalam was built for the displaced Muslims and 




Village, Heart to Heart Program and their Rehabilitation and Reconciliation activities were 
focused mainly on the Consciousness Sphere of creating tolerance.  
Initially Addapalam was to be the new home of only 250 Muslim families. As the Disaster 
Relief Monitoring Unit of the Human Rights Commission of Sri Lanka (2015, p.42) wrote, 
during this time, the Tamils in the locality opposed the relocation of 250 Muslims 'at their 
doorstep', demonstrating what Hyndman (2011, p.29) called the 'resentment' between the 
Muslims and Tamils on the eastern coast during post-tsunami reconstruction. Since no other 
land than the land purchased by Sarvodaya in Addapalam was available for rebuilding this 
village, Sarvodaya together with IICP, planned a mixed ethnic village of 22 Tamil families 
and 78 Muslim families. However, as also mentioned in the previous chapter, unlike in 
Damniyamgama, in this project, the beneficiaries were not selected before Reconstruction. 
The Government determined the list of beneficiaries only after the completion of the village 
(Cassini et al., 2008, p.39), based on the list of displaced families who were registered in the 
Government’s housing beneficiary list (Human Rights Commission of Sri Lanka 2015, p.41). 
The Muslim families were selected from Nintavur temporary settlement camps and the Tamil 
families were selected from a camp called Rose Village in Addapalam (The Disaster Relief 
Monitoring Unit of the Human Rights Commission of Sri Lanka 2015, p.43). Therefore, what 
is significant about the Addapalam resettlement village is that at Addapalam, Sarvodaya 
undertook the biggest challenge for Rehabilitation, Reconciliation and community building 
due to its mixed religious and ethnic composition. As Cassini et al. (2008, p.37) wrote in 
2008: 
Addapalam represents one of the most complex sub-projects of this re-
construction effort. It is a multiethnic village requiring coexistence between 
Muslims and Tamils, which represents a challenge in the context of Sri Lanka’s 
ethnically divided society. 
As the Muslim Addapalam villagers (2015) said, when the Government officer in their area 
told them about the new housing scheme, and that they were the potential beneficiaries, they 
were really sceptical about being relocated into and living in a Tamil area, controlled by the 
LTTE.  The Addapalam villager 4 (2015) said that ‘at that time, no Muslim could enter this 
area because darkness ruled. If a Muslim entered this area, anything could have happened to 




We weren’t sure what was happening. We didn’t know Sarvodaya, we didn’t 
understand why we had to live mixed with the Tamils. We were very different. 
We prayed differently, we ate differently, and then we were put together in a 
one village! The LTTE hated us and we were not even allowed to enter their 
Tamil areas. We also didn’t want to reject the offer that we were finally getting 
a new house because we were already tired of moving around and living in 
camps. If we missed this opportunity, we might not have got another offer for 
ages. Finding land for this housing scheme was hard enough. 
The Tamil villagers shared a similar sentiment (2015). As Addapalam Villager 6 (2015) said: 
We heard that we were getting houses with the Muslims and that they were 
coming into our area. We sort of didn’t want that. We were two very different 
groups. We had our own way of doing things and they had their ways. We didn’t 
want to lose ourselves. 
The sentiment of the villagers’ aside, Sarvodaya and IICP first had to reach an agreement 
with the government and the LTTE with their plans for the reconstruction of Addapalam, as it 
controlled the locality. As the Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) explained: ‘At the time 
when we were thinking of reconstruction, there was a lot of turmoil. At first we couldn’t take 
Muslims into this area because it was controlled by the LTTE.’ 
The negotiation for mixed community resettlement was not an easy or a smooth process. As 
Cassini et al. (2008, p.36) wrote, quoting the then Sarvodaya District Coordinator in Ampara, 
one of the main challenges was safety and security. The then Sarvodaya District Coordinator 
(quoted in Cassini et al. 2008, p.36) stated, ‘[a]t the end of 2005, there were three grenades 
where we laid the foundation stone. We got a letter once, saying that this was a Tamil area 
and we were helping to set Muslims in there. If I continued I would be in danger’. The 
Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) also recalled how the grenade they found at the site of 
the foundation stone brought tears to the eyes of the representative sent by the donor. 
According to the Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015), ‘they were the tears of disbelief how 
any group could disregard peaceful cooperation’. With all these threats and difficulties, the 
Reconstruction phase went ahead and was completed in September 2007.  
Upon completion of reconstruction of Addapalam, the Government, as mentioned before, 




However, during the phases of Rehabilitation and Reconciliation, Sarvodaya faced significant 
challenges from the side of the community as well as the villagers who feared that mixed 
ethnic resettlement would lead to a loss of their identity.  As the Addapalam Sarvodaya 
Leader (2015) explained:  
In the beginning of all this, people had no idea what Sarvodaya was about. For 
them [the beneficiaries], putting two ethnic and religious communities together 
in one village was a cultural problem. A Muslim won’t go to the kovil [the 
Hindu place of worship]. A Tamil won’t go to the mosque [the Islamic place of 
worship]. The majority here don’t go to the temple [the Buddhist place of 
worship]. Especially the Muslim community didn’t support the program. So for 
example, the Muslim religious leaders have given some addresses among their 
public that the ethnic and religious mix is not good for their culture. They have 
also given some addresses in secret to Muslim parents to stand against this as it 
might not be good for the next generation. So Sarvodaya faced a lot of problems. 
The Sarvodaya approach, as described by the Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015), was to 
first understand the roots of this fear. As the Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) said:  
… we saw this as a problem of identity. They were afraid that their identity 
would be lost in these moments of coming together as one community. If 
Sarvodaya called people for some work, they didn’t come. They were afraid of 
Sarvodaya because they were afraid of losing their identity. 
Therefore, as the Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) explained, ‘we tried to communicate 
the spirituality of our approach as opposed to the problems of identities they saw’. Here, 
Rehabilitation and Reconciliation went hand in hand, trying to build up consensus among the 
two ethnicities along the Sarvodaya concepts of tolerance. As the Addapalam Sarvodaya 
Leader (2015) further explained: 
We held gatherings to explain to them that the Sarvodaya ideal is to develop 
remote villages to city standards. Sticking to ethnic and religious divisions and 
fighting against each other is not the way to develop. We made the strength of 
unity clear to them – the mental and spiritual energies that unity can create. We 
taught them how to think as Sri Lankans – one large peaceful community – all 




our energies are divided and wasted on negative emotions, but if we live 
together, through that spirituality we can develop ourselves. The Sarvodaya 
field officers and Sarvodaya resource officers took this as a challenge. They 
explained the key themes and roles of the Sarvodaya to religious leaders and 
village heads (Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader 2015). 
During house allocations, the beneficiaries had disputes again. As Cassini et al. (2008, p.36) 
quoting one of them wrote, ‘[w]e had long discussions about the house allocation; some of us 
really quarrelled and shouted at each other.’ However, in the end an Addapalam Villager 
reflected that ‘we finally found a good solution and now everybody is happy in his new 
home’ (Cassini et al., 2008, p.36). The villagers also agreed on the method in which the 
allocation was done, and the number of households allocated to the Muslims and the Tamils. 
The house allocation method, as gathered from the interviews, was based on the percentage 
of the Tamils and the Muslims who were affected in the area. In Addapalam Villager 9’s 
(2015) opinion: 
Both Muslims and Tamils got affected by the tsunami. The majority affected 
were the Muslims. Sarvodaya divided the 100 houses among both communities 
according to the numbers affected. Sarvodaya’s allocation was correct and 
peaceful in the end.  
As Addapalam Villager 4 (2015) also recounted, before the resettlement of communities, 
Sarvodaya leaders brought both the Tamil and Muslim beneficiaries together and gave them a 
platform to express their thoughts, feelings and fears related to resettling in a multi-ethnic 
community. Community leaders and general citizens participated in these meetings. 
Addapalam Villager 4 (2015) added: 
During the seminars, the Sarvodaya leader explained to us that we are all 
humans and the ultimate goal for all of us is living with each other in harmony 
and happiness. Then we feel the peace within ourselves. No one can take it from 
us. They told us that we will eventually see how religion and ethnicity don’t 
matter and how we will only value the friendships with each other. That was 





Apart from the participatory platforms of thought-sharing, dissolving the notion of the ‘me 
and the other’ also included other Sarvodaya Shramadana activities. Shramadana camps 
comprised cleaning up after Reconstruction and clearing up roads and bare land. Unlike in 
Damniyamgama where the labour was paid for, participation in these activities was based on 
voluntary sharing of time and labour, and generated the spirit of Sarvodaya’s concept of 
Shramadana. Addapalam villager 8 (2015), who was a father shared his experiences of the 
Shramadana activities as follows:  
At that time [during Shramadana camps] the Tamil community fed the Muslim 
community and the Muslim community fed the Tamil community. Everyone 
shared their ideas and helped each other.  
Sarvodaya did not implement the Sarvodaya Group based village organising techniques in 
Addapalam or economic programs as it did in Damniyamgama, but youth in the village also 
played a significant role in Reconciliation between the ethnic groups. As the Addapalam 
villager 5 (2015) explained: 
We had Youth Camps. Sarvodaya got the youth in both ethnic communities 
involved in various activities such as sports and discussion forums. Sarvodaya 
made them share ideas and experiences to create an understanding between 
youth. They called it the Interreligious Youth Exchange. 
The Addapalam villagers (2015) also spoke highly of the Village to Village, Heart to Heart 
initiative and the visit of the children from Damniyamgama and Vaddavan. As Addapalam 
Villager 7 (2015), who participated in this program as a Muslim youth at that time recalled: 
I loved getting together with the Sinhala and Tamil kids. I never thought that 
they would feel like friends, just like me or the other kids that I am used to. 
Sinhala kids didn’t know how to speak Tamil, but I knew a little bit of Sinhala. 
Trying talk to each other was so much fun too. Sometimes I thought ‘why should 
I speak Sinhala’, but when I met the kids who spoke Sinhala, I wished to know 
more, speak more in that language because I had a lot to say to them. For a while 
we kept writing to each other as we could. Over the time we lost touch, but that 




Addapalam Villagers 1, 3, 4, (2015), who were the parents of some youth who participated in 
the Village to Village, Heart to Heart program appreciated also it as an activity that really 
meant well for the next generation. Further to this, Addapalam Villager 1 (2015) pointed out 
that another important aspect of Reconciliation, was their Muslim and Tamil children 
learning in the same schools in Nintavur. Although this was not initiated by Sarvodaya, but 
by the Government, Addapalam Villager 1 (2015) believed that attending the same school 
enabled all of their children to relate at the same level transcending ethnic or religious 
divisions.  
As Cassini et al. (2008, p.35) noted, intercultural competence was a main aspect of 
Reconciliation in Addapalam, which is a value that Addapalam villagers embraced quickly 
over a very short period of time. The Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) said with a sense 
of achievement that ‘we managed to get our message across quite successfully in this 
village’. The qualities of Tolerance and mutual respect developed between community 
members reflected these observations. For example, Addapalam villagers, through their own 
initiative, built both a mosque (Muslim place of worship) and a Kovil (Hindu place of 
worship) in the village. Villagers who were interviewed spoke about constructing two 
different religious shrines of worship within their village with a sense of achievement and 
pride: ‘We built the mosque and the kovil with our own money. We built them ourselves’ 
(Addapalam Villager 1, 2015). 
This was a significant development that demonstrated the villagers initiative through 
establishing religious harmony both symbolically and in practice, as living together in one 
village also gave the villagers the chance to learn about other religions and cultural activities 
(Addapalam Villager 5, 7 2015). As Addapalam Villager 5 (2015) explained: 
Before coming to this village, we didn’t know anything about other religions 
and other religious activities. After living here, we learned a lot about other 
cultural groups and religions. Now we can also share our ideas and thoughts 
with each other.  
Further, the Addapalam Villager 1 (2015) added that:  
In our village we have both Muslim and Tamil festivals. Then we get together 
and enjoy the festivals from both sides without any divides. This is a very good 




Addapalam Villager 8 (2015) also shared her views that: 
We have two communities here, Tamil and Muslim. For special functions we 
keep inviting each other. We participate in each other’s ceremonies. We are 
living together here as brothers and sisters. 
In addition, Addapalam Villager 6 (2015), who was a Muslim, said cheerfully pointing to her 
neighbouring houses: 
This is a Tamil family, that is a Tamil family, and over there is a Tamil family, 
and we all live here together as friends. My blood relatives live in Nintavur but 
all of us here too live as family.  
All ten villagers who were interviewed from Addapalam (2015) saw the friendships made 
within the village as the best thing about living there. Both Muslim and Tamil communities 
participated happily in each other’s functions and referred to one another as ‘family’ and 
‘brothers and sisters’. With all these reconciliatory activities, the Addapalam villagers 
gradually overcame their ethnic and religious divisions and began to think and feel as a single 
community. Addapalam Villager 4 (2015) exclaimed that ‘an area which was previously 
under darkness completely changed to a place where we live without any fear, where peace 
began to reign’, and the Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) reflected with a humble sense 
of pride that, ‘there are no communal violence, ethnic problems or racism here. Everyone 
lives as friends. There are no issues to talk about.’ The friendships Addapalam villagers 
developed among each other, which overcame previously entrenched ethnic or religious 
divisions, demonstrate the success of what Sarvodaya refers to as processes of Individual and 
Group Awakening. 
 
Rehabilitation and Reconciliation in Vaddavan 
Similar to Addapalam, Vaddavan also participated in the Village to Village, Hearth to Heart 
program and tolerance was the main Consciousness building approach adopted in the 
Rehabilitation and Reconciliatory stages in Vaddavan. As shown in the previous chapter, part 
of Vaddavan, Vaddavan West, was a pre-existing village. During Reconstruction, Vaddavan 
East, which was displaced by the tsunami was merged with Vaddavan West, forming a single 
community of Vaddavan. While Addapalam was a reconstruction village in which ethnic and 
religious tolerance had to be established, Vaddavan village brought together two religiously 




the West Vaddavan was Hindu. Previously East Vaddavan was supported by an NGO called 
EHED (Eastern Human & Economic Development) and West Vaddavan was supported by 
Sarvodaya.  
In the stage of planning for reconstruction following the tsunami, which started in the 
beginning of 2006, divisions started entering the minds of people in these two villages, not in 
terms of religion, but in terms of geographical and terrain divides (Vaddavan Villagers 
2,5,7,10, 2015; Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). Interestingly, it was the differences 
related to NGO support and the geographical separation that caused the main divisions 
among these two communities.  
In relation to resettlement in Vaddavan, the government, through the District Secretariat (DS) 
was in charge of allocating the permanent resettlement land for those who lived within the 
100m buffer zone. The District Secretariat allocated resettlement land for the East Vaddavan 
displaced community within West Vaddavan. The DS also pronounced that only one project 
implementer should work on the reconstruction of one village (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader 
2015), which led to divisions among the residents of East and West Vaddavan. Therefore the 
two NGOs — Sarvodaya and EHED — were placed in competition as both these NGOs 
worked in connection with the two Vaddavan communities (Vaddavan Villager 10, 2015; 
Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015).  
Since West Vaddavan was a Sarvodaya village, Sarvodaya felt that they should undertake the 
resettlement process and extend Sarvodaya concepts to the larger community (Vaddavan 
Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). The West Vaddavan community also argued that Sarvodaya should 
undertake the resettlement construction (Vaddavan Villager, 10 2015). On the other hand, 
EHED argued that since they were working for East Vaddavan and those were the families 
who were displaced, they were the ones who should be responsible for the reconstruction 
project.  The 165 villagers of West Vaddavan supported the argument of EHED. There was a 
dispute between Sarvodaya and EHED, which was also taken to the DS as to which NGO had 
the right to implement reconstruction. These arguments and disputes exacerbated the 
divisions between the two communities (Vaddavan Villager 1, 3, 4, 2015). As the Vaddavan 
Sarvodaya Leader (2015) said: 
This dispute went all the way to the DS’s office, but even she couldn’t find a 




solution to this dispute among yourselves and only one project implementer 
come to this office to accept the reconstruction contract. 
As the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) said, this became a serious issue between the two 
NGOs and the communities and he thought this problem required a grassroots approach to 
understand the community views on the issue. As he said: 
I had the confidence that I can solve this problem with my knowledge and 
Sarvodaya training. I knew that these two communities should be brought 
together in order to solve this problem. I wanted to show those who were to 
become the new settlers that all of us belonged to one group. There were still a 
lot of continuing problems in the displaced community, like maintaining their 
temporary shelters, supplying water and food and helping them out in various 
ways. I went and stayed with them, looked after their needs. If I went on the 
Monday of the week, I would come back on Sunday (Vaddavan Sarvodaya 
Leader, 2015). 
During these visits, the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) gathered an understanding of 
their relief needs and as mentioned in Chapter Seven, provided relief support. Sarvodaya was 
already held in high regard after previously working with the West Vaddavan community, as 
Sarvodaya had a long history of helping them through the war. Vaddavan Sarvodaya Villager 
2 (2015), who is previously from West Vaddavan, said: 
To me Sarvodaya is like my amma and appa (mother and father). During the 
war we didn’t see any vehicles on these roads. Only the army had vehicles. We 
lived a tough life, quite isolated, harsh. No one from the outside had any interest 
in us or, rather, saw us. Nobody was around us to advise us to do anything, to 
do better in life. We, as villagers grew on our own. When things were like that, 
Sarvodaya came to our village, like in around 1993. We lived in a small hut 
covered with coconut leaves. There were no chairs or anything like that in our 
houses. Even those days Careem anna [brother in Tamil language] came to our 
houses. He came and started advising us like a friend and started moving with 
us like a friend. When he came, he sat on the floor to chat with us. He asked us 
what we want. Once I got injured from a stray bullet and Sarvodaya took me to 
the hospital in their jeep. Because of all these things, even if I forget my amma 




Sarvodaya also provided educational programs for children since 1993 in West Vaddavan, 
which were no longer running at the time of fieldwork. However, a former West Vaddavan 
Villager (Vaddavan Villager 2, 2015) believed that Sarvodaya made them aware of the 
importance of education through their preschool program: 
Sarvodaya also started a Montessori preschool in our village during the war and 
developed it bit by bit. That way Sarvodaya helped our children’s education. 
Sarvodaya advised us that if you teach your children, they will become doctors 
and engineers. I have four children and two of them are studying in the 
university now.  It is the Sarvodaya training that gave us, which brought us this 
far. 
However, the former East Vaddavan community had no such interactions with Sarvodaya, as 
they received their support from EHED. As a former East Vaddavan villager (Vaddavan 
Villager 1, 2015) stated: 
We didn’t know Sarvodaya. EHED worked for us. Sarvodaya gave their 
assistance only to Sinna Vaddavan [Small Vaddavan/West Vaddavan], but 
Sarvodaya never assisted us in Periya Vaddavan [Big Vaddavan/East 
Vaddavan]. EHED looked after our needs, they provided assistance to all people 
in our community. EHED gave us money, built wells and toilets for us. They 
helped us grow economically. We had different people helping us and 
Sarvodaya was not for us. This is the main issue why people dislike each other. 
So they divided themselves. It is a territorial dispute.  
So, while living in the temporary camp with the East Vaddavan displaced community, the 
Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) began to understand their concerns. As the Vaddavan 
Sarvodaya Leader (2015) said: 
Whilst living amongst them, I also had interactions with some of the people who 
didn’t have faith in us or the reconstruction project. I connected well with four 
to five of such persons and I tried my best to understand their concerns. Their 
concerns were mostly related to becoming a part of an existing community and 
losing their own. They thought even if they are the majority, they would become 
the minority. They were also losing the backing from their previous NGO 




The Local Reconstruction Committee (LRC) that was mentioned in Chapter Seven also 
played a central role in the Rehabilitation strategy. To address issues of trust and 
empowerment, the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) promised to include the former East 
Vaddavan villagers in a committee for rebuilding, enabling them to have their own voice in 
the reconstruction project. In order to facilitate the input from the East Vaddavan community, 
the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) formed the LRC. The LRC brought members from 
East and West Vaddavan communities together in one platform to make decisions about the 
resettlement process. Through the LRC, the former East Vaddavan community demanded 
that ‘we don’t have a problem with Sarvodaya building for us. But it should happen in the 
way we say it should happen’. They said, ‘we want to decide how our houses are made’ 
(Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015, quoting what the previously East Vaddavan members in 
the LRC said). The Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) explained his response: 
When this demand came up, I contacted my engineers and requested a drawing 
of the house plans.  He made a model house with rigifoam, detailing where the 
kitchen is, the toilet is, living room, bedroom etc. When I showed that to the 
villagers, they gave their comments like kitchen and the toilet can’t be close to 
each other and so on. They made small changes like that. I listened to their 
comments. I took their input into account. Then together with the donors and 
our co-implementing partners, we changed the plan. 
Sarvodaya actually had to alter the housing plans a second time as further requests arose for 
alternative construction materials (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). In the Vaddavan 
Sarvodaya Leader’s (2015) words: 
We were planning to build the houses with cement bricks. Some started saying 
they want their houses to be built with burnt clay bricks. To construct one house 
we needed at least 10,000 clay bricks. Also these should be good quality bricks. 
We thought cement blocks was a practical solution. That costs less and also less 
resources. One group agreed to be built with cement but there were some who 
insisted that they want clay bricks. The 36 families agreed for cement blocks. 
But the 136 families from East Vaddavan said ‘we want bricks and that is a 
must’. They practically told us ‘if you have it, build for us, if you don’t have it, 




After Sarvodaya complied with these requests from the LRC, with community consent, the 
Sarvodaya leaders in the Batticaloa District Centre — which is the Sarvodaya Centre in the 
district that Vaddavan is in — went to the DS to sign the contract for Vaddavan’s 
reconstruction. 
Moreover, the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) also mentioned another simple strategy he 
used to make the villagers overcome the West Vaddavan, East Vaddavan division. The 
Sarvodaya District Centre in Batticaloa, had a fund from OXFAM for community 
development. The Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader decided to make use of this fund as a micro-
financing system for the economic development of Vaddavan. The Sarvodaya leader 
organised the villagers into groups of five, mixing members from both previous West and 
East Vaddavan communities. Then he requested that the groups met once a week at a 
different member’s house. As he explained (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015): 
So the group members can decide ‘OK, today’s meeting will take place in your 
house’. Then the house will prepare for the meeting and cook or prepare snacks. 
The next meeting will be in a different household... That increased the bond 
between individuals who were in a group. This reduced the discrimination in 
people’s minds. This person came from East Vaddavan and this person is from 
West Vaddavan, West Vaddavan person is better than me etc. By gathering in 
someone else’s house they shortened this distance in their mind. They have to 
get together and think, ‘this is a person, he is very good with me’. 
So the meetings in each other’s houses reduced the divisions between the two communities in 
the minds of the villagers.  
However, there were villagers who were still critical about Sarvodaya. Vaddavan Villager 1 
(2015), who was previously from East Vaddavan, remarked that: 
… there are a lot of NGOs who are giving vast amounts of assistance. Sarvodaya 
only gave this house, but other NGOs give a lot of assistance like repairmen 
payment, money to build toilets, they build wells, but Sarvodaya only gave a 
house. So I feel that other NGOs are better than Sarvodaya. 
Some villagers also felt that within the village they still did not feel exactly like a single 





This is one village now as Vaddavan, but still it is divided into two parts, like 
people from Sinna Vaddavan [East Vaddavan] and people from Periya 
Vaddavan [West Vaddavan]. People in this part are Sinna Vaddavan people and 
around that are people from Periya Vaddavan. 
Interpersonal interactions between the villagers were not as friendly as among the Addapalam 
villagers, mostly because the people who were previously from East Vaddavan still felt that 
the former West Vaddavan members of the community enjoyed more of Sarvodaya’s favour 
as they were a pre-existing Sarvodaya village.  
By contrast, during my fieldwork, Vaddavan villagers stated that all villagers lived in 
harmony although they are from two religious groups. The majority in the village now are 
Christians, who were relocated from the former East Vaddavan. The Hindus from the former 
West Vaddavan community became the minority in the fusion of the two villagers. None of 
them had any issues with the religious differences (Vaddavan Villagers 1-10, 2015). 
Although sometimes the religious and cultural practices differ between the two communities, 
they talk and resolve any issues that arise from them. As Vaddavan Villager 6 (2015) 
explained:  
We are two different communities of Hindus and Christians. Hindus play 
speakers loud in their kovils. Christian people asked the Hindus not to put the 
loudspeaker aloud as their children need to study. Also the Christian fishermen 
sold fish on the side of the road during Hindu holy ceremonies and the Hindus 
asked them not to sell fish on such days. People talked about these issues and 
came to a peaceful agreement that suited them. 
What the Vaddavan Villagers 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, (2015) also really appreciated was the youth 
exchange program between the three Sarvodaya villages. As Vaddavan Villager 2 (2015), 
who was a parent said: 
What we had was a complete misunderstanding of who Sinhalese people were. 
We only knew them in relation to the war and what was happening here, the 
army and the stuff. But when our children got together with those kids, we were 
surprised how young minds were completely different from ours. They 




The villagers learned to coexist, negotiate and be peaceful together despite their religious 
diversity. Similar to Addapalam, this was a significant step towards developing the 




One of the main risks that emerged during post-tsunami reconstruction and redevelopment 
was the exacerbation of ethnic tensions due to the issues of relocation and land ownership. 
Sarvodaya drew on their concept of tolerance and committed to reconciling Muslim, Tamil 
and Sinhalese communities during their post-tsunami rebuilding process. Sarvodaya applied 
reconciliatory approaches at two levels, namely within the communities – through settling 
two ethnically and religiously diverse communities previously in opposition together in 
coexistence in the villages of Addapalam and Vaddavan - and through creating connections 
between ethnically and religiously diverse Sarvodaya communities from the East and the 
West of Sri Lanka.  
Through their Village to Village, Heart to Heart Program, Sarvodaya thus successfully 
mitigated the ethnic tensions that existed between the Tamils, Muslims and Sinhalese at a 
micro and meso level, among the communities of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan. Sarvodaya promoted their concept of tolerance, as examined above, adopting the 
reconciliatory methods of dialogue and collaborative activities (Kumar, 1999, p.10). 
Although this was a significant challenge given the extent of ethnic tensions at the time, the 
initiative Sarvodaya undertook in connecting their post-tsunami reconstruction with ethnic 
reconciliation demonstrates that faith-based movements can play a significant role in peace 
building (Halafoff, 2013). As Halafoff (2013) noted, such movements are able to successfully 
respond to risks arising out ethnic and religious differences and create new forms of 
collaborative and deliberative governance.  
Further, the level of social cohesion that Sarvodaya established within these three 
communities using spiritual concepts further validates Tomalin’s (2013) and Clarke’s (2013) 
position that religious values and spiritual concepts can be used to mitigate social 
vulnerabilities of marginalised communities through grassroots mobilisation.  By establishing 
cohesive communities through their rehabilitation programs, Sarvodaya also created social 




the new relocation land. As stated in Chapter Seven, and also this chapter, the reconstruction 
stage of the three villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan successfully 
involved villagers in the building of houses and infrastructure through participatory decision 
making processes and voluntary or paid labour. However, as villagers were excluded from 
macro level decisions regarding choosing the sites for post-tsunami relocation, the villagers 
have subsequently encountered many environmental and economic issues hindering their 
development. These issues pertaining to the Power Sphere are discussed in Chapter Ten. The 
stages of Rehabilitation and Reconciliation in these villages provided better outcomes due to 
Sarvodaya’s direct and in-depth engagement with the villagers at grassroots micro and meso 
levels. These were the environmental behaviours and practices in Damniyamgama and the 
reconciliatory activities of Addapalam and Vaddavan, which led to individual and group 
awakening in the Consciousness Sphere.  
While the previous chapter, Chapter Seven and this chapter, Chapter Eight, analysed the four 
Rs of Relief, Reconstruction, Rehabilitation and Reconciliation in the first three to four years 
of Damniyamgama’s, Addapalam‘s and Vaddavan’s development, the next two Chapters 
Nine and Ten investigate the fifth R of Reawakening across the three spheres of 





Chapter Nine – Stalled Reawakening and the Economics Sphere 
Introduction 
As discussed in Chapter Seven, Sarvodaya’s concept of Reawakening is similar to the notion 
of ‘build back better’, yet moves beyond the mere removal of physical vulnerability to future 
risk, to a more holistic form of sustainable development, encompassing Sarvodaya’s three 
spheres of Consciousness, Economics and Politics. Reawakening, according to V. Ariyaratne 
(2015): 
By Reawakening we mean developing the human potential. It is a 
comprehensive process taking place on the spiritual, moral, cultural, social, 
economic and political levels to reintegrate the resettled communities into the 
mainstream of development. 
As was also examined in Chapter Seven, through the provision of the Ten Basic Needs, 
Sarvodaya successfully mitigated the absolute poverty of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan villagers, a risk that arose out of the impact of the 2004 tsunami.  At the same 
time, in all three villages some of the Ten Basic needs were either not provided or were 
limited by a number of factors, which caused disruptions not only in the development of their 
Economics Spheres but also of their Power and Consciousness Spheres.  
As my fieldwork revealed, the situation in these villages worsened over the eight-year period. 
Despite the initial success in mitigating the social, economic and physical vulnerabilities of 
these villages in the first three to four years of resettlement, the progression of the villages 
subsequently stalled as a result of the underlying economic issues and power imbalances, 
which not only adversely affected their Reawakening, but also over time created new 
vulnerabilities for the villagers in Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan. 
This chapter examines four significant limitations the three villages faced that stalled 
Reawakening in relation to the Economics Sphere, namely the lack of a sustainable income, 
maintenance costs, isolation and lack of transportation. The next chapter, Chapter Ten, 





 Sustainable Income 
Issues with income earning activities and maintenance costs as encountered by 
Damniyamgama villagers  
As demonstrated in Chapters Seven and Eight, Damniyamgama’s home gardens supported 
the Fourth Basic Need of providing adequate and balanced nutrition in the stage of 
Reconstruction. During the stage of Rehabilitation, home gardening became an activity that 
also helped to build community cohesion. Moreover, home gardens were planned to 
eventually lead the village to a state of complete economic independence. In V. Ariyaratne’s 
(quoted in Cassini et al., 2008, p.60) words: 
The home gardens are a step to economic independence, which is our aim for 
the next stage in Damniyamgama. One of the elements of economic 
independence is to have a sustainable community. Hence, we encourage them 
to produce enough to fulfil their own demand and the excess production can be 
sold in the village itself or in its surroundings. Actually this is happening already 
[in 2008]. 
In step with this plan, Damniyamgama experienced a socio-economic boom in the first four 
years following Reconstruction and Rehabilitation. As already discussed in Chapter Seven 
and Eight, the villagers experienced an elevated socio-economic quality of life and status as 
compared to their pre-tsunami lives (Damniyamgama villagers 1-10, 2015), for example, as 
Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) explained: 
Soon after the tsunami, I felt that we [her and her family] lost everything that 
life was over for us. But after getting relocated to here, we, as a village, had a 
purpose. Growing was our purpose. We grew and we earned. We earned, we 
saved and we shared our harvest. We were determined. We learned to follow an 
occupation, a way of life, which was our gardening activities. We were happy 
because we saw a bright future for us. We were given education and skills. We 
thought we would live comfortably, growing and earning. We were good at it. 





Although the village level sustenance of the Fourth Basic Need of adequate and balanced 
nutrition was still satisfactory, the income earning activity of selling the excess production 
soon began to suffer. The supply to all of the farmers’ markets in the area was highly 
competitive. Reserving a place in any market also required a lot of effort and influence. The 
community gardening income generating efforts therefore suffered as the gardeners did not 
have a market to sell their excess produce in the surrounding villages. Damniyamgama 
villager 6 (2015) explained the situation from their perspective: 
We had a fair in the village [in the first few years] in which we sold our produce. 
But now we have nowhere to take anything we grow. It is very difficult now to 
do this sort of thing without any support from someone who has the power to 
make things happen. When Sarvodaya was here in our village, they made things 
happen for us, but now we are alone and we don’t know how to do what they 
did. 
As this quote from Damniyamgama villager 6 (2015) demonstrates, home gardening as an 
economic activity began to fail after Sarvodaya began withdrawing from the village. As will 
be discussed in detail under the section on the Power Sphere in the next chapter, Sarvodaya 
leaders ideally will leave a village after it matures enough to sustain its own economic needs 
and achieves self-governance. Yet, according to Damniyamgama villager 6 (2015), the 
villagers clearly did not feel sufficiently empowered nor did they have the necessary 
resources, connections or partnerships at the village level to sustain their economic or 
governance activities.  
Given these limitations, the main earning activities of the villagers in Damniyamgama 
became the male-centred work of masonry, carpentry and taxi driving, leading to a male 
dominated Economics sphere in this village. As the women in the village recalled, home 
gardening had initially successfully enabled women and children’s participation into the 
Economics Sphere. As Damniyamgama villager 4 (2015) said:  
Our children were easily a part of this [home gardening] economic life. We, the 
women in this village, began to feel we were a part of something meaningful 
because we earned. We thought it [home gardening] was something solid and 





In addition, the failure of the pre-school, as part of the Ninth Basic Need of holistic 
education, also contributed to the women’s exclusion from income earning activities. A few 
young females in Damniyamgama had earned an income from teaching in the pre-school in 
the village’s early years. Pre-school teachers were paid from the funds in the Kalutara 
Sarvodaya District Centre, which eventually ran out, and negatively affected the Economics 
Sphere of Damniyamgama. Some teachers carried out their roles in the pre-school in a 
voluntary basis out of moral commitment, but eventually volunteering among them also 
waned. Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015), who was a young pre-school teacher said: 
Sarvodaya paid pre-school teachers Rs.1500 (Aus $15), but eventually they 
stopped paying us. I did a pre-school training also, but I didn’t get paid when I 
ran the preschool [in Dam-Niyamgama]. It was very difficult for me to get any 
funds, even to buy things like toys and educational material for children in the 
preschool. Eventually I got pregnant and I stopped doing the preschool. No one 
came forward to accept the preschool after me. 
At the time of fieldwork, almost all women in Dam-Niyamgama were unemployed. 
Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) felt a 'loneliness' arising out of her economic inactivity: 
Although the men go to work, most women are at home. Men also earn just to 
get by day-to-day. We can play a part in our family’s economic life as we did 
with home gardening. But we only feel isolated and lonely just cooking and 
living in our houses. 
The men too, although engaged in some activities to earn an income, felt that their current 
daily waged jobs were unpredictable, as demand for their services fluctuated 
(Damniyamgama villagers 2, 6, 8, 10, 2015). As a result, both men and women in the village 
felt poor and disempowered, as their everyday life has become a struggle to pay their utility 
bills and to meet their daily expenses for food and travel. As Damniyamgama villager 9 
(2015) lamented: 
Buying our food for the day is still a challenge to us. I am a carpenter. What I 
bring today is finished today itself. I find it hard to save one rupee. Look now 




Not only the monthly costs of bill payments, but also the rising costs of labour for repairs 
increased the economic vulnerability of the villagers in Damniyamgama. Because of their 
economic incapacity, the villagers also found their ecofriendly houses and infrastructure 
frustrating, as the long-term maintenance of their Fifth Basic Need of housing and the Eighth 
Basic Need of energy supply was costly. Over time, the roofs of the houses in the village 
have required significant upkeep. As Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) who repaired their 
own roof explained, ‘I repaired my own roof and it cost me Rs. 90, 000 (Aus $900). I think 
this is the problem, the villagers don’t have that kind of money’.  
As Damniyamgama villager 7 (2015) added: 
The roof is too high from the ground and to demolish a roof like that and remake 
it will cost me 1.5 lakhs ($1500) with material and labour. It is difficult for us 
in this village to bear a cost like that. We lost everything to the tsunami and we 
earn a living that is only enough to live the day. Now we have the electricity 
and water and bills too, on top of it, to worry about. However, it is not the best 
to wait for Sarvodaya to do everything. People should take their own 
responsibility for their repairmen anyway, but other sorts of costs are OK for 
the people to bear, but the cost for roofs is a huge one that people can’t bear. 
Damniyamgama villager 9 (2015) also described the general situation in the village in 
relation to maintaining renewable energy infrastructure, such as the solar panel and the 
globes: 
Solar panels were a good idea because it was supposed to reduce our electricity 
costs. But most solar panels don’t work anymore because people took the 
battery out and sold it. The battery is Rs. 25,000. When the warranty ran out we 
couldn’t afford to buy a new one. So some people just sold the battery they had 
and others sold their panels. This became more costly than the electricity bill 
from the grid. These bulbs that go with the panel are Rs. 690. We were caught 
by the tsunami, we were only left with what we were wearing. How can we 
imagine buying a solar bulb? Buying our food for the day is still a challenge to 
us. They didn’t think where we get the income from. I am only a carpenter. 
Struggling with their economic issues, Damniyamgama villagers, both men and women, 




10, 2015), but were unable to take any initiative on their own mostly due to their lack of 
financial resources, education, social isolation and enabling partnerships. Three families in 
the village modified the front section of their homes to open grocery shops. This was the 
most popular idea of an income earning activity in the village at the time of my fieldwork. 
Some villagers, both men and women, even asked me if I had the potential to fund them to 
help them open their own grocery shop. As villagers lacked the avenues to diversify their 
economic activities, they became competitive against each other. This had a further 
significant impact on the village’s Consciousness Sphere which will be discussed in a later 
section of this chapter. 
Shortly prior to the time of my fieldwork, in response to the worsening situation in 
Damniyamgama, Sarvodaya had appointed a new well-experienced Sarvodaya leader to this 
village. This Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader (2015) shared his vision for the economic 
improvement of the village: 
I’m trying to help out these villagers with some of the issues they have. 
Sarvodaya appointed me to look into the current needs of this village, especially 
with the problems they have with their economy and infrastructure 
maintenance.  
At the time of my fieldwork, the Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader (2015) was aware of the 
financial hopes and frustrations of the villagers. His economic plans for women in 
Damniyamgama involved looking for sub-contracts that could be brought to the village from 
a nearby shoe company and a tyre company. As the Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader 
(2015) explained: 
I am thinking of how we can bring some economic activity to this village, even 
if it does not come with any skills training. At the moment I have this idea that 
perhaps I can bring in some subcontracts into this village. Various organisations 
give subcontracts to various households, villages or other organisations. For 
example BATA (a shoe company in Sri Lanka) subcontracts externally to make 
various parts of the shoes. Women in the village might be able to get this 
opportunity. The AMW [tyre] factory is there in the neighbourhood. If they have 
some sub-productions, we can look at bringing this into the village. We have 




from AMW. So we need to look at expanding economic activities here. We also 
have to improve the involvement of the community with the public 
infrastructure here and make sure they get the maximum use out of it. These are 
some of the methods I can think of for this village for expanding their economic 
activities through diversification. 
These new ideas were being put forward at the time that fieldwork was conducted, which 
acknowledged that the Damniyamgama villagers were in need of assistance from Sarvodaya 
and from industry and/or governmental partnerships. However, there were no plans for 
reviving home gardening as the main economic activity of the ecovillage. As 
Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader (2015) said, ‘It is better not to start again with something 
that already failed, because the villagers are already fed up with what they know was a 
failure. If we were to start again, we should start with something new’. By contrast, some of 
the Damniyamgama villagers (2, 5, 6, 8, 10, 2015) wanted to regenerate home gardening as a 
central economic activity for their village as it brought 'meaning', 'engagement, 'income', 
'unity' and 'fun' into their lives. Others preferred to open their own grocery shops or to buy a 
three-wheeler (a form of taxi in Sri Lanka) to provide more reliable income sources. Some 
other villagers proposed the need for better connectivity to other towns so that they could find 
casual labouring work more easily and/or to travel to work more conveniently 
(Damniyamgama villagers 1, 2, 4, 7, 9, 2015). There were also other villagers who wished to 
go abroad to find work, for instance to Dubai, and there were families in the village which 
already had some family members working or who had worked in a Middle-Eastern country. 
These aspirations demonstrate that the villagers in Damniyamgama envisage their economic 
potential beyond simply their own village community, and that in an increasingly globalised 
world ideals of localised subsistent grassroots development perhaps need to be updated to 
deal with this reality.  
 
Issues with income earning activities and maintenance costs as encountered by Addapalam 
Villagers 
As opposed to Damniyamgama, Sarvodaya did not plan a specific economic activity for 
Addapalam that would potentially have made Addapalam an economically independent 
village. While fishing remained the main economic activity of Addapalam villagers over the 
eight-year period since initial settlement, there was a major disruption to it, mainly since 




Addapalam area. It is the first major port infrastructure in the Eastern Province of Sri Lanka 
and the construction of it was funded by an interest-free loan from the Danish Foreign 
Ministry (Frigaard and Margheritini, 2011, p.1; Fowzul, 2015, p.314). The Oluvil harbour 
development project is one of the significant socio-economic development initiatives taken 
by the then Government of Sri Lanka in the North and Eastern Provinces and the port takes 
up 175 acres of the coastline (Ismail nd, p.176, 180). The project commenced in 2006 costing 
Rs. 7,000 million (Fowzul, 2015, p.314; Ismail nd, p.180). Although the Government 
expected many economic benefits from this harbour, such as being the ‘southeastern link in 
the developing chain of coastal harbours in the country’ (Ismail, nd, p.180), the artificially 
built harbour brought an unprecedented form of environmental damage to the coastal belt, 
which was caused mostly by erosion (Fowzul, 2015, p.316). The north of the harbour began 
to erode severely while massive amounts of sand accumulated in the south of the harbour as a 
result of the artificially constructed wave breakers (Frigaard and Margheritini, 2011, p.1; 
Fowzul, 2015, p.316). As Fowzul (2015, p.316) described, the environmental damage 
included the destruction of more than 3000 coconut trees and large areas of mangroves. 
Erosion also changed the river Kali-Odai, with many ecosystems being disturbed. This then 
adversely affected traditional fishermen in the area socially and economically due to the 
negative impact on fish-breeding (Fowzul, 2015, p.316). Many fishing boats and nets were 
also damaged by the artificially built wave breakers in the area, which further led to 
fishermen suffering economic losses from damages to their assets as well as a drop of income 
between Rs. 500-3000 a day from diminished fish stock (Fowzul, 2015, p.316). 
This situation impacted severely on the fishermen in Addapalam (Addapalam villagers 1, 2, 
3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 2015) who were fishing both in the sea and the river which were both 
affected by erosion (Addapalam villagers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 2015). As Addapalam villager 
1 (2015) explained: 
Many of us used to fish in the river, but now the delta has changed because of 
the harbour in Oluvil. The harbour has created erosion and a lot of this area 
[freshwater] is under seawater and the fish-breeding doesn’t happen as it did 
before. So we had to stop fishing there and we had to shift places to somewhere 
in Nintavur. But now we have a lot of problems going to Nintavur and also more 
competition. 




The harbour has created a lot of problems to our fishing practice from since, 
like, five to six years ago. Our fishing in the river stopped and we go to Nintavur, 
to the sea now. We can’t even go to the sea where we used to fish because our 
boats get damaged. A lot of us go to Nintavur and there are many fishermen 
there now. 
And Addapalam villager 4 (2015) added: 
We can’t be fishermen like we used to be. I had to look for other ways of earning 
some money like being a labourer. Now we can’t earn as much as we used to, 
but we have to spend a lot on everything because we are quite detached from 
Nintavur. 
These economic issues in Addapalam once again demonstrate the negative effects created by 
the absence of collaborative and participatory governance platforms that ideally should exist 
between micro, meso and macro levels. After relocating the villagers to Addapalam, based on 
a macro level decision, the harbour development project subjected this community to the 
risks of impoverishment for a second time by planning macro level development that 
negatively impacted upon livelihoods at the meso and micro grassroots levels. 
In addition to these economic and other related social pressures, as also happened in 
Damniyamgama, maintenance issues related to the Reconstruction Fifth Basic Need of simple 
housing also began to trouble Addapalam villagers. The villagers raised concerns mainly 
about their toilets and kitchens (Addapalam villager 1, 2 2015). As Addapalam villager 2 
(2015) shared, they cannot use both their kitchen and the toilet in the rainy season due to 
leaks and/or blockages resulting from bad drainage systems. Addapalam villager 2 (2015) 
stated: 
Sarvodaya gave us a good house, but the kitchen and toilet give us trouble. The 
kitchen and the toilet are important, but when they are not what they should be, 
how can I live here well? 
As Addapalam villager 3 (2015) said, they could repair the fittings as her husband by 
profession was a mason and they did not have to pay for labour. However, most villagers 
could not afford to pay for refitting as their income is limited and they can only manage their 
day-to-day living with what they earn. Most of the villagers argued that maintenance of the 




My request is, please do something about our problems. Sarvodaya gave us a 
good house, but now we have problems, we don’t know how to go ahead with 
these. These are Sarvodaya houses. So my request is, please address these issues 
[drainage and problems with the kitchen and the toilet]. One of the NGOs, I 
don’t know what its name is, did a field visit, asked about our income and stuff 
like that and built this water well for us. Like that, I think some NGO should 
come and ask about our problems and fix them for us. 
 
Issues with income earning activities as encountered by Vaddavan Villagers 
Sarvodaya did not initiate an income earning activity in Vaddavan, but they did assist the 
villagers by providing technical knowledge and equipment on how to improve the 
productivity of their current fishing activities.  
In Vaddavan, after the initial resettlement, the villagers continued with their main economic 
activity of fishing. However, the fishermen in the village were not earning what they 
deserved for their efforts (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 2015). The Vaddavan Sarvodaya 
Leader (2015) explained how he then took various measures to improve the economic 
situation of the Vaddavan villagers. 
… buyers come from Oddamavadi (a nearby town) to buy fish from Vaddavan 
fishermen. They buy for cheap and sell it for a higher price in the market outside, 
mostly in the town. These fishermen in the village leave home in the evening 
and arrive next morning after spending the day at sea, but those businessmen 
earn a lot of money out of it without much effort (Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader, 
2015). 
Therefore, the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) intervened mainly to help the villagers 
better organise themselves in their economic activity. As the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader 
(2015) explained, all fishermen from the village caught the same type of fish, so they 
struggled to find a market for their stock. He observed that if various groups specialised in 
catching different types of stock, they would earn a better income. As he explained: 
I grouped the fishermen into two groups and said one group catch prawns and 
crabs. The other group catch fish. Earlier, when they caught without a plan, they 




catch, they now earn Rs. 2000-3000 (Aus $20-30) a day (Vaddavan Sarvodaya 
Leader, 2015). 
As the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) further described, it was not only planning what 
to catch that improved their income, but Sarvodaya also intervened to help the villagers find 
themselves a good market outside the village to sell their fish.  As the Vaddavan Sarvodaya 
Leader (2015) recounted: 
Sarvodaya gave them bicycles and encouraged them to go to the town 
themselves and sell the stock [without waiting for the businessmen from the 
town to come to the village to buy their stock]. After that they earned the money 
that is worth for their effort. Then they bought motorbikes and three-wheelers 
with their income. Now they are doing well.  
In Vaddavan, the Sarvodaya Leader also introduced a micro-credit system in the village to 
improve their buying power. He made groups of five in the village to make the micro-credit 
system work. As the Vaddavan Sarvodaya Leader (2015) elaborated: 
There are five in a group. Micro-credit is not given to all five persons in the 
group. If there are five in the group, only two get the credit. The other three are 
guarantors. So the credit facility is not going wasted because there are 
guarantors. If there are seven groups, fourteen get the loan. The persons who 
monitor the loan should also have an income. 1% interest is charged from the 
persons who have taken the loan. From that 1%, 50% is given to the guarantors 
and the rest of the 50% is for Sarvodaya. 
This is not the only micro-credit system that is available for Vaddavan villagers either. Many 
micro-credit organisations offer micro-credits also to Vaddavan villagers, and this has also 
improved their buying power. As Vaddavan villager 3 (2015) said: 
Earlier [during the time of war] we didn’t have any loan facilities from financial 
organisations. We had no idea such things existed. But now there is a loan that 
you can get for anything! We usually always get it when they come and offer a 
loan to us. Now we are left wondering how to earn to pay it back because we 




The main concern that arose in Vaddavan was that the villagers needed extra money to cover 
their rising costs of living. As mentioned in Chapter Seven, especially for Vaddavan, the 
satisfaction of the Seventh Basic Need of communication facilities and the Eighth Basic Need 
of energy came at quite a cost. As Vaddavan villager 2 (2015) explained:  
Earlier we didn’t have electricity or any other facilities that are worth 
mentioning. Now we have electricity, and there is TV, fan, fridge, radio, iron, 
mobile phones, everything. So our expenditures have gone up. And we have to 
earn a similar income. 
As the Vaddavan villager 7 (2015) also added: 
This development is not enough. The development should go further. Hardly 
anyone here used a mobile phone a few years back, but we all do now. We need 
it now. When such new needs arise amongst us, we want more development. 
We have motorbikes, we have three-wheelers. We didn’t have these things a 
few years ago. Now we live in a good house and we have electricity and we 
have to pay for it. There should be further development so we are comfortable 
having to pay for these extras we use. Education is one of the most important 
things now. When there was war we didn’t think of school, but today we think 
of it for our children. So education should develop. 
While there was also one villager among the Vaddavan interviews who worked in the Middle 
East and aspires to go abroad again (Vaddavan villager 9, 2015), most villagers thought that 
diversifying their income could be the best way out of their economic problems, but the 
greatest economic concern of the villagers now was the lack of water, a limitation of the 
Second Basic Need, that hindered their capacity to diversify their sources of income 
(Vaddavan villagers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 2015). In Vaddavan villager 10’s (2015) vision, the 
village could have a very successful alternative economy, based on cultivation: 
I want that people in this village become aware that they can do farming instead 
of sticking with fishing all the time. People can actually pay equal attention to 
both fishing and farming. We can grow crops like corn, cassava, green chilli 
and eggplant. Our main cultivation can be paddy, but we can’t grow paddy all 
year around. Paddy needs a lot of water, but cassava doesn’t need that much 




we need a reliable source of water! We’ve got nothing in the way of water 
(Addapalam villager, 10 2015).  
Vaddavan villager 10 (2015) further added: 
If some organisation could find a source of water that can give water for crops, 
water for cattle and water for us, that would be great! At the same time, if we 
use this water sustainably and we retain it for a certain period of time, this water 
might reduce the salinity of the water we have locally available here. So the 
Government or a development agency could give us water, there will be water 
to drink, water for animals and there will be water for cultivation. Not only that, 
water salination in this area would will also be reduced.  
The most significant hindrance for local growth in Vaddavan, therefore, is the current 
drought conditions and absence of infrastructure to supply water to the village. The local 
community’s standard of life also suffers due to the dire water scarcity. Vaddavan villager 10 
(2015) had investigated the possibility of locally available sources for a better water supply, 
but developing these ideas into a project required Government support or the support of 
developmental organisations with significant financial resources at their disposal: 
We have a natural spring close by. It is not a well, but bigger, a very big spring. 
We can develop this into a pond, like a reservoir, but smaller than a reservoir. 
Then dig a waterway, like a canal, from this source to our village. If this plan 
can be developed, when this pond is constructed, we will have water to grow 
crops and water for our cattle. I’m speaking from my experience, from my 
knowledge of living here, not through university education like yours [referring 
to researcher]. Someone [developmental actors] has to listen to us and pay 
attention to our plans too and help us realise these dreams. We also know what 
we are talking about. 
As will be examined in the next chapter under the Power Sphere, this statement of Vaddavan 
villager 10 (2015) is an example of local expertise or grassroots knowledge that could be 
drawn upon to help to alleviate economic pressures. At the same time, this statement and 
others above also demonstrate that these villagers still require substantial financial assistance 




The following analysis into social isolation and the lack of transport, provides further 
evidence of the declining Economics Sphere in these three villages, and the need for ongoing 
collaborative partnerships with NGOs, industry and state actors to resolve these issues.  
 
Isolation, Transportation and Accessibility 
Isolation and disconnection in Damniyamgama 
Another limitation of Reconstruction that also related to the Economic Sphere in 
Damniyamgama was the disconnection of the village from the town of Kalutara and the lack 
of transportation options to get there.  After the failure of the village-based economic activity 
of home gardening, not only did the distance from Kalutara hinder the economic engagement 
of Damniyamgama villagers with the town, it also put them in a position of spending more 
than they could afford on transport. Distance from the town and the lack of transport options 
multiplied the economic burdens and frustrations felt by the villagers. Damniyamgama 
villager 5 (2015) stated clearly, ‘The main difference for me here is the distance. Where we 
were before was closer to everything’. 
Cassini et al. (2008) acknowledged that transportation to Damniyamgama was an issue 
identified during land allocation and the Reconstruction phase:  
Since the village was built at a complete new location, the site had no public 
transportation. To address that challenge, a temporary solution was found. 
Sarvodaya provided the beneficiaries with a means of transportation, giving one 
bicycle to each household. The long term solution was provided by the GOSL 
[Government of Sri Lanka] that, at the request of the project coordinators, 
changed the bus routes in order to offer the village access to public 
transportation. 
However, the public bus service transport option that was initially provided became 
inadequate as the roads degraded over time. As Damniyamgama villager 9 (2015) 
complained: 
We have to spend on electricity, water, food and now a lot on transport. We 
have one bus that runs on this road that is actually not even fit for walking. The 




up on time or we have to do the usual thing we keep doing – spend enormous 
amounts of our daily wage on three-wheelers [a form of taxi in Sri Lanka]. 
Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) added that: 
OK, the environment is full of trees, we can grow all sorts of trees, but there are 
many other discomforts. We don’t have transport. We can’t earn much but have 
to spend a lot on transport. It is impossible to save. If there is no bus, we have 
to take the three-wheeler. Then it costs us about Rs. 300 (Aus $3) to go to 
Kalutara. We can’t afford to spend that too many times a day or a week, let 
alone a month or forever.  
The villagers also shared concerns additional about the state of the roads, which discouraged 
taxis from coming into the village. The road to the village is full of steep potholes and the 
edges of the road were severely eroded. The road is quite narrow, and with the eroded edges, 
two vehicles have difficulty passing each other so it is not safe to drive along it.  
Social consequences resulting from this disconnection have also been quite high. Social and 
economic isolation experienced by the Damniyamgama villagers (2015) was a significant 
problem at the time of fieldwork. As stated in Chapter Seven, the village suffered a rise in 
children’s school dropout rate due to transportation difficulties given the closest school is 
approximately 7kms away. A few villagers (Damniyamgama villager 3, 5, 8 2015) raised this 
issue in the interviews and also mentioned how they contacted the Government authorities to 
report the children who were not going to school. Apart from the closure of the pre-school in 
the village, the difficulties facing families in getting their children to primary and secondary 
school indicate that the Ninth Basic Need of holistic education was also in decline.  The 
Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader (2015) reflected on how the lack of connectivity is 
hindering education and thereby social and economic development:  
Isolation is a serious problem. They don’t have religious centres to associate 
with, they don’t have proper road connectivity or public transport. A bus comes 
only about a very few times a day. Roads need maintenance. Although the 
environment is beautiful, the passage to this village is not easy. These things 
also matter in changing their attitudes and behaviour. If the distance to school 
is too much and the school is too difficult to access, parents from this sort of 




the facilities in the nearby school are good, the child enjoys going to the school. 
They will show an interest in going to school and parents will follow the lead. 
Then the children in the village grow up with a good education, a good system 
of values. They will qualify for good jobs. They will not become labourers for 
a daily wage. This helps the village to obtain an educated community who 
collaboratively contemplate on their requirements. This is a high-level social 
system. Without assisting to develop this high-grade social system we can’t just 
expect their cooperation will be at this level or that level or their personality 
development will be this much or that much (Damniyamgama Sarvodaya 
Leader 2015). 
Although the Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader (2015) said this in relation to 
Damniyamgama, this statement can also be applied to the situation of the other two villages 
Addapalam and Vaddavan, as will be discussed below.  
 
Isolation and disconnection in Addapalam 
The distance of Addapalam from the places of the villagers' regular employment put a 
tremendous strain on the villagers’ spending capacity. Addapalam villager 1 (2015) voiced 
that transportation, was a very costly day to day expense that all of them have to bear. As 
Addapalam villager 2 (2015) noted: 
We spend Rs.350-400 every day to travel to Nintavur. Our work is there, our 
facilities for health, education, even the market, are there. We have to go to 
Nintavur for our day-to-day activities. Now from Addapalam to Nintavur, we 
have to spend a lot of money from our income on transportation (Addapalam 
villager 2 2015). 
Socially, the villagers also felt disconnected from extended families, healthcare and education 
for their children. This was hindering the provision of the Sixth, Ninth and the Tenth Basic 
Needs, of basic healthcare, holistic education and satisfaction of spiritual and cultural needs, 
respectively. As Addapalam Villager 1 (2015) explained, the school inside Addapalam has 
classes only up to the Ninth grade. After the Ninth grade, parents have to make arrangements 
to send children to a school in Nintavur. The villagers on average spent Rs. 2500 a week on 
three wheeler (taxi) expenses for children’s schooling (Addapalam villager 7, 2015). Since 




mentioned above, the mandatory transportation costs place a significant burden on them. 
Even if they opt for using public transport, they have to take a taxi to go to the bus-stop and 
pay approximately Rs.100 for that (Addapalam villager 1, 2015). Also, waiting for public 
transport means not being able to arrive at school on time (Addapalam villager 7, 2015). As 
Addapalam villager 1 (2015) added: 
That is the main problem. Some are using the private buses. Some are using 
their own vehicles. People who have their own vehicles are very rare here. 
Because of that some are permanently settled down again in Nintavur. Some are 
using the three-wheelers. For a day they have to pay Rs. 350 from here to there. 
That is the problem because parents here are not rich. They hardly manage their 
daily life. Because of that they are settling again in Nintavur. It is easy for them 
to send their children to school that way. Easy for transportation. 
As Addapalam villager 1 (2015) believed, people are losing interest in their village because 
of schooling and transportation issues. Private tuition classes for school children are a very 
popular alternative form of education in Sri Lanka. Private tuition classes teach the same 
school syllabus, but parents believe that learning the same syllabus for the second time brings 
good results for their children, or that private tuition teachers have better methods of teaching 
than schools.  In Addapalam, however, the parents are concerned that many private teachers 
do not consider Addapalam as a favourable area for their classes due to high transportation 
costs (Addapalam villager 3 2015). Therefore they feel that their children are disadvantaged 
educationally both in the regular schooling as well as in receiving private tuition (Addapalam 
villager 1, 2, 3, 9, 2015).  
Relocation far away from their familiar activities, extended families and relatives is also a 
concern for people in Addapalam, especially for Muslim communities with extended 
families. As Addapalam villager 3 (2015) explained: 
Before the tsunami most of us were in Nintavur. That is where we are originally 
from. We still have all the facilities and all kinds of help we need in Nintavur. 
Most people still go to Nintavur every day so they can live with their extended 




As Addapalam villager 9 (2015) also pointed out, their relatives in Nintavur do not travel to 
Addapalam because of the high transportation costs. It is, in most cases, people in Addapalam 
who go to Nintavur to visit relatives.  
If our relatives come, they have to spend a lot of money for travelling. It is very 
rare that relatives visit us, so we are unhappy about that. Before the tsunami we 
lived among older family members, but now we are just the two of us [husband 
and wife] and the kids. I am happy here with our neighbours, but sometimes I 
feel that I am all alone here without the support of our [extended] families.  
Healthcare facilities are also not easily accessible for Addapalam villagers. They have to 
commute to Nintavur or Kalmunai for healthcare (Addapalam villager 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 
2015). As Addapalam villager 3 (2015) said, the villagers do not have a place within the 
village to go for First Aid or a pharmacy to buy medicine.  
Although Sarvodaya took steps to ensure that most of the Ten Basic Needs in Addapalam 
were satisfied, Addapalam lacked sufficient physical infrastructure of roads and 
transportation to improve the villager’s connectivity with larger town centres, and their 
extended families, or to acquire the goods and services they needed at a lower cost. The lack 
of connectivity to a major town centre also created price hikes for goods and services within 
the village (Addapalam villager 2, 3, 4, 7, 10 2015). As Addapalam villager 4 (2015) added: 
If the retailers buy anything from outside and sell it inside the village in their 
shops, they sell them at a higher price. If we buy something here for Rs.500, we 
can buy the same thing for Rs.400 in the other village. We have this price hike 
because we don’t have proper transport to this village. 
However, since isolation and issues with transportation are the main socio-economic 
hindrances that the villagers experienced, they also suggested a solution, which the 
Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) approved of, but it is a vision that neither the villagers 
nor Sarvodaya have the financial capacity to actualise. The villagers suggested building a 
bridge over the river, Vavuval Odai, to ease the access to the main road to Nintavur.  As 
Addapalam villager 6 (2015) explained, ‘[w]e need a bridge to connect our village with the 
other side. If that bridge is constructed ninety per cent of the problem will be solved’. This 




But we can’t do it ourselves. Sarvodaya, the Government or some other NGO 
should do it for us. I don’t think we can do anything to make things better for 
us. We don’t even have the money to support our families. 
All of the above issues have resulted in Addapalam villagers spending beyond their capacity, 
expanding their spending power through micro-credit borrowed from various micro-financial 
institutions that target rural villagers. As the Addapalam Government Village Officer (2015) 
stated, in his experience, micro-credit loans create significant levels of indebtedness in rural 
villagers’ lives:  
Some micro-credit organisations are legitimate and we know them. They get 
loans from government banks like the Bank of Ceylon. But most of these micro-
credit organisations that operate in rural areas work without any approval from 
the government officers like us. I blocked most of them recently and told them 
to take our approval because we don’t even know who they are and they come 
here and start giving out loans. People take it and they don’t do anything 
productive out of it. They spend it because they think now they have the money. 
Finally they don’t have the money to pay the interest or the loan and they face 
big problems. There are no plans. Some people commit suicide in the end 
because they feel so entrapped.  
Although thankfully not a current issue in Addapalam, suicide from financial stress is a 
general problem in Sri Lanka that is related to rural indebtedness. 
 
Isolation and disconnection in Vaddavan 
The Ninth Basic Need of holistic education for children was also a deep concern for the 
Vaddavan villagers. Their new social and economic aspirations after the end of war resulted 
in many Vaddavan villagers beginning to think of better educational opportunities for their 
children. Vaddavan villager 10 (2015) shared his ambitions: 
Before the tsunami there was war. There were many obstacles to send our 
children to schools or to classes. But after the tsunami the situation changed and 
now we feel that we have to educate our children more. But still education is 
difficult for us to achieve, I mean for us to give to our children, our future 
generation. We are still too far and quite isolated from where the schools are. 




to improve education here in our village. If the education level is improved, 
everything will become better here. If our kids learn, they can take up positions 
in the government and work for the village, like for example they can become 
teachers in schools. They don’t have to be fishermen and labourers like us. Our 
village will be stronger and we can compare ourselves with other villages.  
Despite these aspirations, the village of Vaddavan’s Reconstruction strategy didn’t include a 
comprehensive plan for the achievement of the Ninth Basic Need of holistic education. As 
Vaddavan villager 2 and 10 (2015) pointed out, they face two main limitations in achieving 
the type of education they want for their children. The first is the lack of transportation and 
the second is their lack of money.  
Vaddavan is located 8km from the main road where there is a bus route. If people do not have 
a bicycle, they walk 8km, for nearly two hours, to the main road where the bus runs. If not, 
these villagers also have to hire a three-wheeler from someone who owns it in the community 
and pay around Rs.300 to get dropped at the bus route. This disconnection is felt most 
profoundly by the villagers in relation to schooling. There are no schools within the village 
that the children can go to. As Vaddavan villager 6 (2015) said, the school that most children 
go to is about 15kms away from Vaddavan, so most parents are struggling with the cost to 
send their children to school. As Vaddavan villager 5 (2015) pondered: 
We have to earn more money now because I see the potential for our children. 
Everything is developing fast. Without war, things [investment and 
development] are coming to our areas too. We have to make use of these 
[opportunities] that are becoming available for us. We want our children to 
benefit from them. I think education and exposure is the key. 
However, most of the villagers do not have the extra money they want to spend on their 
children’s education and they felt helpless as a result. 
 
Conclusion 
As this analysis demonstrates, although Sarvodaya initiatives which focused on the Ten Basic 
Needs —as outlined in Chapter Seven— lifted the villagers of Damniyamgama, Addapalam 
and Vaddavan out of their physical, social and economic vulnerabilities in the immediate 




created new forms of physical, social, economic and cultural vulnerabilities and risks in all 
three villages. Economic stagnation, rising maintenance costs of their houses and other 
physical infrastructure, lack of connectivity to economic centres, lack of transportation, 
distance from their relatives/support networks and the lack of access to education and 
healthcare facilities were common concerns shared by all three villages, while drought 
proneness was an additional pressing issue in Vaddavan. 
Most of the issues related to job opportunities, education, connectivity, infrastructure and 
healthcare are not specific to these three villages, as the situation experienced by these three 
villages are reflective of the general condition of rural living in Sri Lanka, as discussed in 
detail in Chapter Two. 
All of these issues generally seen in the rural sector, contributed to the disruptive impacts 
created from the relocation decisions that were made at the macro level without consultation 
with the villagers, who prior to the tsunami, were living in or closer to urban hubs. The mega 
harbour development project which disrupted the economic activities in Addapalam also 
provides further evidence of the disregard of micro and meso levels of grassroots community 
consultation in the developmental decisions made at the macro level as an ongoing 
governance issue.  
In addition, interviews with the villagers demonstrate that although creating and/or 
strengthening subsistence rural communities is envisaged as a way of breaking urban-rural 
dependency, this idealised Sarvodaya model of subsistence community development is 
becoming outdated in the globalised neoliberal world that is increasingly overtaking the Sri 
Lankan economy. The general public’s notion of wellbeing is increasingly being shaped by 
neoliberal 'consumer culture' (Gauthier, Woodhead and Martikainen, 2016, p.3). Even as 
rural villages in marginalised lands, all three cases of Dam-Niyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan demonstrate what François Gauthier, Linda Woodhead and Tuomas Martikainen, 
(2016, p.2) have argued to be the neoliberal impacts of the ‘pervasiveness of advertising in 
everyday life, the omnipresence of brands, the liberalisation of credit and the growing access 
to consumption, the commoditisation of more and more areas of life, the rise of lifestyles as 
loci for identity…’ As shown in my data analysis, rural villagers experience particular issues 
arising out of the urban-rural divide. Yet, at the same time, the rural villagers in Sri Lanka  
too face similar issues to people living in urban centres in Sri Lanka and broadly speaking, 




include the relative poverty through the rising cost of living, lack of access to services 
compared to the urbanites, and levels of debt that they incur through their desire to consume 
and aspire to better lives for themselves and their children (Dunham and Jayasuriya, 2010, 
p.106). 
Therefore, the rural villagers in Sri Lanka are facing similar issues to people living in urban 
centres in Sri Lanka and broadly speaking, globally. These include the rising cost of living, 
access to services, and levels of debt that they incur through their desire to consume and 
aspire to better lives for themselves and their children. Moreover, equipped with 
communication technologies of the globalised economy (Castells, 2000, p.52), such as 
mobile phones, the internet and social media, these villagers have become economically 
mobile, wanting to take advantage of the dissolving boundaries between urban and rural 
localities and also national and international real and virtual mobility. Contemporary models 
of development, nation states and IGOs and NGOs in the Global North and South need to 
take this into account.  
Further, this analysis also further demonstrates that collaborative partnerships between the 
micro, meso and macro levels need to be established initially and sustained over the long 
term to provide and exchange the necessary knowledge, skills, and resources for 





Chapter Ten - Stalled Reawakening: Power and Consciousness 
Spheres 
Introduction 
Sarvodaya’s concept of Reawakening is ideally actualised across the three overlapping 
spheres of Consciousness, Economics and Power. As discussed in the Introduction and in the 
previous chapter, Sarvodaya’s sees reawakening as a holistic framework of ‘developing 
human potential’ through ‘a comprehensive process’ that takes place on ‘spiritual, moral, 
cultural, social, economic and political levels’.  (V. Ariyaratne 2015). While the previous 
chapter focused on Reawakening and the Economics Sphere, this chapter is centred on the 
spheres of Power and Consciousness. 
According to Sarvodaya (2015, p.39), a fully developed Power Sphere should ideally 
encompass grassroots leadership, ‘good governance’ and ‘people’s control over the institutes 
which serve them’. A healthy Consciousness Sphere includes the cultivation of spiritual 
qualities such as loving kindness, compassionate action, selfless joy, equanimity, pleasant 
speech, constructive action and equality, leading to a process of awakening at the individual, 
group, national and global levels. Interdependence and tolerance are also spiritual values 
within the Consciousness Sphere and Sarvodaya has stressed the importance of these values 
since the 1990s.  Sarvodaya proposes that as people realise their interdependence with fellow 
humans and the natural world, they will prioritise fair, ethical and environmentally 
sustainable lifestyles and means of production. And tolerance, for Sarvodaya, is a state of 
awakening where individuals and groups accept and honour their differences, such as those 
arising out of ethnicity, language, religion and culture.  
While the previous chapter examined the hindrances pertaining to the Economics Sphere that 
stalled Reawakening in the three villages Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, this 
chapter analyses how the development of the Consciousness and Power Spheres in these 
three villages affected their Reawakening process at the time of fieldwork. 
 
Reawakening and the Power Sphere 
As described in the previous Chapters Seven and Eight, following the government’s 




sufficiently involve the villagers and led to many ongoing difficulties, Sarvodaya encouraged 
a more participatory framework of governance within the three villages during the phases of 
Reconstruction, Rehabilitation and Reconciliation. In particular, Sarvodaya did so by 
establishing Sarvodaya Shramadana Societies (SSS) in Dam-Niyamgama and Addapalam, 
and a Local Reconstruction Committee in Vaddavan. However, various issues within the 
Power Sphere of these villagers arose in later years related to donor funding, dependency, a 
lack of empowerment, bureaucratic hindrances and governance limitations. 
 
Donor funding, dependency and a lack of empowerment  
Interviews with villagers in Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan demonstrated that in 
all three situations they were not sufficiently empowered to further their own holistic 
development beyond Sarvodaya’s initial aid, mainly due to a pattern of dependency, and the 
inability to participate in local and national governance decisions to preserve and sustain their 
economy and infrastructure.  
Despite Sarvodaya’s attempt to encourage SSS leadership, a strong and an autonomous 
grassroots governance system was not established in Damniyamgama. The Damniyamgama 
community disintegrated both socially and economically following the failure of home 
gardens and also from the gradual withdrawal of Sarvodaya’s leadership in the village. V. 
Ariyaratne (2015), the General Secretary of Sarvodaya, explained the Sarvodaya rationale for 
the withdrawal of support: 
Sarvodaya’s commitment, [to a Sarvodaya village], philosophically, is 
forever. But after you establish the village societies, village societies are 
supposed to take over from that stage. So Sarvodaya, as an organisation, will 
play only a secondary role… After the village society takes over, physically 
there is less frequent interactions, less supervision, less financial or technical 
support coming from Sarvodaya because they are [the village] supposed to be 
quite vibrant from that point onwards. It is the normal dynamic. 
However, as recounted by the villagers in Chapter Nine, and to quote from Damniyamgama 
villager 1 (2015), Sarvodaya 'gave [them] everything', in the first three to four years of 
resettlement, by means of financial, structural and technical assistance, arguably reducing 




reconstruction and the grateful recipients of Western aid. This is especially true in the cases 
of both Damniyamgama and Addapalam. As Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) described: 
 This is a Sarvodaya village. The government only gave us water, but Sarvodaya 
gave us everything. So we think Sarvodaya owns this village because the every 
detail in this house is what they gave us – from the needles and threads, from 
plates and spoon to everything else. If they can get funds, they can do this for 
us [keep maintaining the village for them financially and socially]. 
Damniyamgama villager 8 (2015) also stated that, ‘Sarvodaya can still do it [keep 
maintaining the village], because they get foreign funds’, which further demonstrated the 
villager’s reliance on Sarvodaya rather than being self-determined. Damniyamgama villager 
6 (2015) similarly recounted that: 
These are Sarvodaya houses and when they [the houses] started to give us 
problems, we asked them to resolve these issues for us. But they didn’t care. 
When Sarvodaya didn’t give us what we asked for, we got disheartened, we got 
disappointed.  
As discussed in the previous chapter, the villagers of Addapalam and Vaddavan also lost 
direction after the initial Sarvodaya leaders left their villages. This was illustrated by 
Addapalam villager 2’s (2015) comments below: 
My request is, please do something about our problems. Sarvodaya gave us a 
good house, but now we have problems, we don’t know how to go ahead with 
these. We only know Sarvodaya because they were here and they made things 
happen. They left and now we have lots of issues, but we don’t know who we 
should talk to or where to find the money from.  
Most of the Vaddavan villagers, except for the village’s President of the Rural Development 
Society (RDS), agreed that the only way they could sustain their basic needs and flourish as a 
community was with continued assistance from Sarvodaya or an outside organisation with 
financial resources, as was provided to them during in first few years of the post-tsunami 
Reconstruction period (Vaddavan villagers 1-10, 2015). Vaddavan villager 1 (2015) recalled 




response also indicates that they did not fully understand the process or how to continue to 
help themselves and were still hopeful that Sarvodaya could guide and support them further: 
Sarvodaya helped us rebuild our lives after the tsunami. Now we have different 
challenges. I think Sarvodaya can still help us. I don’t really know what it should 
be like. I don’t know what methods we should have, but I believe that Sarvodaya 
can help. I don’t think development is just having lots and lots of things. 
Development comes through the human personality. If they develop within, 
they will develop in all the other things. Sarvodaya sort of worked like that and 
we started feeling it. 
As Vaddavan villager 1 (2015) explained, the villagers 'started feeling' the Sarvodaya 
method, but did not comprehensively grasp it. This, I argue, was not only Sarvodaya’s failure 
to build a robust Power Sphere in partnership with the Vaddavan villagers, but as discussed in 
Chapter Seven, resulted mostly from the pressure placed on Sarvodaya and the villagers to 
rebuild quickly in the context of a national emergency within a limited period of time, in 
order to comply with the demands of donors and the government.  
Addapalam’s lack of empowerment was evident in their inability to find a voice to challenge 
the economic injustices they experienced from the Oluvil harbour development project. 
Addapalam villager 5’s (2015) statement that, ‘[w]e are not the ones who violate the order of 
the nature. Usually it is always the people who are in power, and we are the ones who get 
punished’, exemplifies Beck’s (1999, p.5) argument that 'pollution follows the poor', given 
their vulnerability and lack of political and economic power in this situation.   
Although Sarvodaya attempted to develop village level leadership and governance in 
Damniyamgama, according to their concepts of Shramadana, SSS and village groups, as 
shown in chapters Seven, Eight and Nine, Sarvodaya’s and therefore the villager’s own 
dependence on donor and government funding and assistance undermined this process. 
Sarvodaya built and presented all of the infrastructure to the community using donor funds 
with relatively minimal community engagement in the development of their Ten Basic 
Needs. Therefore, once the post-tsunami aid funds ran out, the functions associated with these 
groups waned, including the home gardens, as neither Sarvodaya nor the villagers had the 




At the time these interviews were conducted, Sarvodaya was unable to assist the villagers any 
further due to their own lack of financial resources. The organisation receives significantly 
less donor funding now than it did previously such as in times of crisis and when Sri Lanka 
was an economically poorer country. As V. Ariyaratne (2015) explained:  
Twenty, thirty years ago Sarvodaya was delivering services, NGOs were 
delivering services because there were huge gaps. The government didn’t have 
services. The government didn’t reach. But today, where is Sri Lanka? Sri 
Lanka is now not considered as a low income country. And even though people 
may compare and demand certain things like ‘OK, Sarvodaya did this 20 years 
ago’, we did then because we had a lot of donor funding coming because Sri 
Lanka was considered a poor country. Now we are not a low income country, 
we are a middle income country. Although there are significant pockets of 
poverty and disparities and all that, that’s secondary as far as the foreign 
countries are concerned. So there is a drastic reduction of resources also for 
NGOs, including Sarvodaya. Then you have government services expanding. 
More than ever before, the local government authorities have money. 
Moreover, Sarvodaya has limited power in these villages following their initial 
reconstruction. As Damniyamgama Sarvodaya Leader explained: 
Sarvodaya doesn’t have a legal commitment to any of these villages. Our legal 
commitment was to build and give the villages to community ownership. 
Legally, our involvement is over after that. However, we keep an ethnical 
commitment to help the villages develop.  
Where possible they remain involved but legally the power rests with the local government. 
This is illustrated by the following example, also referred to in Chapter Seven, where the 
grama niladhari (village level government officer) allowed one of the Damniyamgama 
householders to demolish a rainwater tank that was shared between two houses, and where 
Sarvodaya was powerless except in its ability to offer ethical advice to the villagers 
concerned.  
Last month I had to intervene in a dispute related to a rainwater tank we installed 
in the village. A rainwater tank is shared by two houses. One house wanted to 




wanted to remove it came to me, I said you better not do it because the other 
house still uses it. But they went to the grama niladhari and told him their 
requirement. Grama niladhari said it is your property, you can do whatever you 
want with it. Probably the officer wasn’t aware that another family used the 
tank. So the family followed the advice which was in their favour and removed 
it, but another family who used it lost it. If we have a legal power over the 
village, we can say no you can’t do that. The government officer will have to 
discuss with us first or with other affected parties. They can’t decide single 
sided. We have limitations with our interventions because our legal status is not 
clear. So I told the villagers, ‘what I can do is make you aware, after that it is 
your call for better or worse’. As the coordinators we have an obligation, an 
ethical bond to tell them what is wrong and right, but after that our power to 
intervene is very limited. Same with the situation with repairing roads, roofs etc. 
They look at our obligations and ethical commitments there and think 
Sarvodaya should do this, but we don’t have a legal requirement to do it. But 
we look into it as far as we can so as to address these problems. 
In Vaddavan, the President of the Rural Development Society (RDS) stated that partnerships 
were needed between villagers, NGOs, micro creditors and governments to collaboratively 
address issues and to advance holistic development.  
I don’t think that development is in the hand of a particular organisation. The 
banks give loans. Rather than thinking in terms of which institution should 
come, it is better to think in terms of who could help farmers, who could help 
cattle raisers, who could help the villagers carry on with the various economic 
activities in the village. It is good if such people with resources to support these 
industries come to the village so as to give the technical knowledge to develop 
what the villagers can do. Government, NGOs or microcredit organisations, 
whoever they are, they shouldn’t exploit the villagers like us who are trying to 
grow. They should help us make our economy stronger by giving us loans with 
less interest and giving us the infrastructure we need. That is the system we are 
looking for [but is also absent in the rural villages]. 
Therefore, Sarvodaya leadership now believes that communities need to organise themselves 




governments, but there are bureaucratic and governance limitations related to realising these 
outcomes, and a robust Power Sphere in such villages more generally, as will be discussed in 
more detail in the following sections. The issues of exploitation by microfinance 
organisations and the increasing debts of villagers were examined in Chapter Nine and have 
not yet been addressed.  
 
Bureaucratic hindrances and governance limitations 
Villagers reported that there were instances where a community leader in Damniyamgama 
and also Vaddavan did contact the Sri Lankan government regarding the persistent issues in 
their villages. However, their efforts were met with frustration and bureaucratic limitations. 
Damniyamgama villager 6 (2015) shared his experiences of communicating with government 
departments: 
In early 2014 I wrote to the then President about our issues related to the roofs, 
requesting funds to repair them. I told him that this is a housing scheme opened 
by your Excellency, so please help us with our repairmen issues now. Then the 
President’s office wrote to me saying the houses are the responsibility of the 
Housing Authority now and that the Housing Authority is going to take care of 
it. I took that letter to the Housing Authority and then they said they don’t have 
the money, so they are unable to take up these repairmen needs. They said they 
will consider and will speak with a Minister or the President. Then with that 
response I got from the Housing authority, I wrote to the President again and 
requested him to look into it. Then I got a response from the President’s office 
saying the issue was directed to the Ministry of Economics. I went to the 
Secretary of the Housing Authority too and he said he will come and have a 
look. Then around the end of the year the Government changed and all these 
discussions got lost in the air. 
As mentioned in both Chapters Seven and Eight, the President of the Rural Development 
Society (RDS) in Vaddavan had also been in touch with various government departments and 
INGOs to try to implement a sustainable source of water supply in their village. However, 
similar to the experience of the community leader in Damniyamgama, explained above, this 
has been a frustrating process that has not resulted in a satisfactory outcome. The RDS 




The water project to supply water to our village needs a lot of money. That is a 
big problem. We counted on JICA [The Japan International Cooperation 
Agency] a lot to give us a solution. Ultimately, due the prohibitive costs, JICA 
couldn’t handle it too. In Vakarai District, Vaddavan is the only village without 
water. Earlier they [the Rural Development Society, JICA and the Government] 
did a lot to address this problem like conducting various research [projects], 
forwarding various proposals, documentations, etc. This happened with all 
parties — JICA and our Government representative with the involvement of the 
Central Government. However, the Government officers changed, 
Governments changed. So this effort slowed down. The project stopped. The 
main two reasons being the issues with the Government changes and the JICA 
not having such huge funds. 
Once again a lack of funding from donors and the government was one of the main 
hindrances, but also the passing of responsibility from one department and/or organisation to 
another, and also changes in Governments.  
In addition, within the villages participants reported a number of governance issues affecting 
their communities.  In Damniyamgama, trust in the SSS diminished due to a lack of 
efficiency and transparency in the SSS’s management of finances. Damniyamgama villager 8 
(2015) explained that: 
At that time our home gardens were not as flourishing as they used to be. 
Villagers kept taking loans and they didn’t pay them back... The SSS title 
bearers didn’t make them pay.  They also didn’t monitor the process – to whom 
they were giving loans and how they were going to pay [them back]. So the 
people started complaining about the process and the SSS lost its reputation. 
People lost trust in the people who were supposedly leading the village.  
Eventually the SSS in the village lost its standing, and the village leadership that Sarvodaya 
had aimed to develop in Damniyamgama failed with the downfall of the SSS. 
In Addapalam, the diminished role of the SSS was not due to financial corruption or the loss 
of reputation, as was the case in Damniyamgama, but due to the lack of activity and 
opportunity in the village after the initial stages of Rehabilitation and Reconciliation were 




There were some Sarvodaya programs in our village before. For two to three 
years Sarvodaya ran societies like Sarvodaya Shramadana Society, a society for 
women and [others] like that. Those societies are not here anymore, not 
functioning. Sarvodaya left and the Sarvodaya societies stopped too.  
The villagers associated the groups with the presence of Sarvodaya, and did not assume 
ownership of them after the initial development stages were completed and post-tsunami 
funding ceased. Addapalam Villager 4 (2015) and Addapalam villager 10 (2015) commented 
that with the lessening of the Sarvodaya presence in the village, the villagers became inactive 
and lost the motivation to continue without any guidance from Sarvodaya. As Addapalam 
villager 4 (2015) observed, it was not only the gradual lessening of Sarvodaya interactions 
with the village that made the villagers less motivated, but also the general absence of NGOs 
and INGOs who became less interested in their village after the initial phases of disaster 
relief. This lack of self-determination was also related to the dependent mentality discussed 
above.  
In contrast, the RDS President in Vaddavan (2015) described how the RDS has continued to 
provide leadership in Vaddavan and find solutions to the village issues: 
Sarvodaya support is very limited for a village which has developed to our level. 
They try to help and assist the villagers who are still under developed. When a 
village comes to a certain level of development [like their village now], 
Sarvodaya has nothing to do. We have to find our way. 
While not denying the supportive role Sarvodaya could still play in their village, the RDS 
President was looking for other organisations that can assist with their further development. 
The villagers themselves, however, were not so positive, as illustrated by their comments 
above, and their view that Sarvodaya should fix their problems for them.  
 
Reawakening and the Consciousness Sphere 
As examined in Chapter Eight, Sarvodaya successfully developed the Consciousness Sphere 
of the Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan villages through the Reconciliatory 
approach of tolerance. As shown in Chapter Eight, ethnic and religious harmony exists 
among the three villages to date. However, disruptions to the Economics Sphere and 




process of Reawakening, as they hindered Group Awakening and undermined feelings of 
interdependence with one another and their environments. 
 
Group awakening 
As discussed in Chapter Nine, after falling into an economic vacuum following the initial 
post-disaster reconstruction, Damniyamgama villagers became competitive against each other 
as they had very limited pathways open to them for self-employment. Economic activities 
became individualised rather than community-based, and this disturbed the feeling of unity in 
the village. The villagers began to complain about each other, and became jealous of the 
success of some villagers, while others felt held back by incapacity and lack of opportunity. 
As Damniyamgama villager 7 (2015) somewhat resentfully exclaimed: 
First I thought, ‘Wow! Everything is set out for us – social life, economic life’. 
But after living here, after a few years, I realised what I’ve got myself into. How 
can I go fishing now? How can I do anything I used to do? How can I even do 
anything new because everyone is waiting to copy me, then do the same thing! 
They are jealous, they will do what I do and then will destroy me. If I open a 
grocery shop, ten others would open a grocery shop. Then they will destroy 
everything for me. I had a good life in Vettumakade [the place in Kalutara he 
came from]. Now I know life was easy then. We were not competitive, we had 
nothing to do with anyone else, and no one bothered me. I hate it here. I hate 
everyone here. I want to go abroad. My wife is already working abroad. I’m 
trying my best to go somewhere else too, like Dubai.  
Competition and lack of opportunity inside the village led to the undermining of the 
spirituality-based values of loving-kindness, compassion, selfless joy and equanimity among 
the villagers that form the foundation of a well-developed Consciousness Sphere. The costs 
associated with maintenance of houses and infrastructure led to a further degradation of the 
social cohesion that Sarvodaya was building in the village associated with eco practices, such 
as constructive action and selfless giving. 
Another significant issue only a few households faced, but that was quite traumatic, was a 
flash flood in 2006 that inundated a row of houses built on a lower elevation. This row of 
houses flooded in 2006, immediately after the resettlement. As Damniyamgama villager 9 




disheartened by being displaced from their resettlement houses while they were still 
recovering from the stress of the tsunami disaster, and had to live in the community centre 
until the water levels went down. The flash flooding made the community doubt the risk 
management planning that had been applied to their new village. Damniyamgama villager 9 
and 10 (2015) stated that some community members had warned Sarvodaya and the 
engineers about the flooding possibility. They had heard about it from neighbouring villagers, 
but Damniyamgama villagers 9 and 10 believed that these community concerns were not 
taken into consideration.  
Another recurrent issue in Damniyamgama was sewerage overflow in the gullies of five 
houses when it rains (Damniyamgama villager 8, 2015). Although the villagers in these five 
houses have tried their best to remedy the situation undertaking regular maintenance, the 
issue kept reoccurring at the time of fieldwork. As discussed in the section under Power 
above, although the Infrastructure Maintenance Officer in Damniyamgama sought help from 
Sarvodaya and the relevant Government Departments to help the villagers with these issues, 
the unresponsiveness of these authorities continued to hinder the constructive action of such 
emerging community leaders. This also affected the development of Damniyamgama’s 
Consciousness Sphere negatively. 
Addapalam’s Consciousness Sphere centred mainly around creating inter-ethnic and inter-
religious harmony. Although this was a challenge at first, the level of tolerance and 
interreligious understanding that Sarvodaya established in Addapalam continues to date. 
However, as with the other two villages, the limitations in the Economics Sphere hindered the 
Group Awakening of the Addapalam community. The villagers claimed that their everyday 
life is not only an economic struggle, but also one of social isolation (Addapalam villagers 1-
10, 2015). These problems consumed most of their mental energies. Addapalam villager 5’s 
(2015) voice reflected the general sentiment of the villagers: 
When I wake up in the morning, the things I have to struggle with run through 
my head. I have to send children to school, I have to go to work, I have to take 
care of house work, I have to pick up children after school. I don’t have help 
from my family as they are in Nintavur and there is also no easy way for me to 
do any of these things on my own. I have to wait for the walk a long way to the 




which I can’t afford. I hardly have any energy left for anything else and every 
day is the same. We repeat this pattern. 
Although within their own village they felt like brothers and sisters with each other, the social 
isolation created from having deficient transportation infrastructure impacted on most areas 
of their wellbeing.  Although they felt a sense of belongingness with each other, most of them 
did not feel the same strong bond to the village of Addapalam. Some villagers had already 
vacated their houses and gone back to Nintavur. The Addapalam Sarvodaya Leader (2015) 
shared his thoughts on this: 
I am happy that in this village people feel comfortable with each other. They 
are so good with each other. We wanted that from them, but we give them all 
the credit for understanding what we wanted them to feel. There is something 
that makes me unhappy too. We took a lot of effort to build this village, but now 
people don’t feel it. Some houses are abandoned, some are mismanaged. This 
is the problem.  
The villagers shared and still share the values of group awakening, including selfless giving, 
pleasant speech, equality, and tolerance. However, most of the villagers do not feel motivated 
or able to perform constructive action. This is basically due to the lack of leadership in the 
village, their poverty and the everyday economic and logistic struggles that consume most 
hours of these villagers’ lives. Although initially the provision of houses was a relief and a 
sign of recovery for the Addapalam villagers, after about four years the villagers felt that their 
economic lives had stagnated, forcing them to think of alternative ways of sustaining them. 
Moving back to Nintavur was a viable alternative for some villagers. As a result, the lack of 
economic opportunity and leadership for constructive action hindered the development of 
group awakening and the Consciousness Sphere in Addapalam. 
As was discussed in Chapter Eight, group awakening of Vaddavan also included developing 
the view among the East Vaddavan community that Sarvodaya cared equally for the 
wellbeing of both the East and West communities. Although the methods of power sharing 
was successful in creating this feeling during the phase of Reconstruction, Sarvodaya never 
fully successfully created a complete sense of belonging in the East Vaddavan community in 
their new setting in West Vaddavan.  This was mainly due to the economic struggles in the 




sustainable income generating activities, and also the difficulties in accessing water in the 
geographically drought prone West Vaddavan. The economic struggles of Vaddavan and the 
dire water scarcity also impacted on the further development of group awakening, not only of 
the new settlers from East Vaddavan, but also those villagers of West Vaddavan who had 
always lived there. The villagers felt their potential to achieve, but their motivation for 
constructive action was limited by these problems. Their mental energies, similar to the other 
two villages, were largely consumed by their economic issues. This also reduced the bond 
that the former East Vaddavan community felt towards Sarvodaya. Compounding these 
issues, the lack of access to social infrastructure, such as education and healthcare, and of 
physical infrastructure, such as transportation, made the villagers feel that they were a 
backward community in a fast moving and a fast-developing region. These elements had a 
negative impact on their group awakening.  
However, as discussed in the section on Power above, unlike in the case of Damniyamgama 
and Addapalam, at the time of fieldwork Vaddavan still had a natural leader, previously from 
East Vaddavan, who had taken initiative in their pre-tsunami village even before Sarvodaya 
provided post-tsunami assistance. He demonstrated the potential to unite the village towards 
constructive action. What was missing for him was ongoing financial assistance and 
technological knowledge transfer from the Government or any NGOs, as described in more 
detail above. 
As in Addapalam, the villagers in Vaddavan still, at the time of fieldwork, shared the values 
of tolerance and equality. The potential for constructive action in the village was high 
because of the natural leader of the Rural Development Society. However, the lack of 
opportunity to diversify their income due to water scarcity and the poor financial capacity of 
the RDS to develop the physical and social infrastructure needed by the village, as well as the 
lack of technical and technological expertise and the lack of partnerships to carry his vision 




As discussed in Chapters Seven and Eight, inland relocation disrupted the feeling of 
connectedness that Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan communities felt with their 




eco-village, founded on values of interdependence, selfless giving, pleasant speech, 
constructive action and equality, was aimed to reconnect villagers with their new land. 
However, as shown in Chapter Nine, with the economic failures that followed the initial 
success of Damniyamgama’s reconstruction, the villagers started viewing ecofriendly 
practices as extra burdens rather than as benefits, and this severely disrupted feelings of 
interdependence with one another and with their new environment. 
For example, garbage collection from sorted bins in the ecovillage ceased over time because 
the government did not support garbage collection in Damniyamgama after the first three or 
four years. Damniyamgama villagers did not have the resources to find alternative ways of 
safe and ecofriendly garbage disposal, so they dumped or burnt their garbage in the empty 
lands around their houses. Damniyamgama villager 5 (2015) explained, ‘[t]his causes a big 
environmental problem and damage. People don’t think about that for their own convenience. 
I am very reluctant to burn plastic bags, but now we don’t have any other alternative’. 
It is also significant to note that these villagers would not have previously known about such 
environmental practices and problems, yet now they are forced to resort to environmentally 
harmful methods of garbage disposal given the lack of more sustainable and affordable 
alternatives. 
Although Sarvodaya did not implement any environmental programs in Addapalam, as 
mentioned in Chapter Seven, Addapalam villagers had previously also felt an interdependent 
connection with their coastal environment. Addapalam villager 6 (2015) thought the 
relocation inland a punishment from God. The Addapalam village was built on agricultural 
land and long-term human habitation resulted in a plethora of drainage, waste disposal and 
hygiene issues over the eight year period. As Addapalam villager 1 (2015) stated: 
There is no proper way to send the stagnated water to the sea during the rainy 
season. There is no cleaning service or drainage service here. Because of that 
there are mosquitoes and diseases spread during the rainy season.  
Inadequate garbage disposal further exacerbated this problem. While the Government 
initially collected the garbage, this service ceased in 2009 or 2010. As Addapalam villager 6 
(2015) stressed, ‘There are no proper services given by the government or the private sectors 
to get rid of our garbage or dispose of our waste…and to keep the environment safe for us’. 




disposed of their garbage in their own backyards. Either they buried or burned it, and the 
Addapalam villagers (1-10, 2015) all raised concerns related to hygiene in the village as a 
result.  All of these issues arose due to the lack of sufficient planning and the absence of 
ongoing infrastructure support and made it impossible for the villagers to develop a sense of 
interdependence and connection with their new environment. 
Drought was the most significant environmental issue in Vaddavan that impeded the 
development of the Consciousness Sphere of all villagers. As mentioned in Chapter Seven, 
Vaddavan villager 7 (2015) perceived their hardships with the environment, especially water 
scarcity, as Mother Earth deciding not to cooperate with them. At the time of fieldwork, the 
Vaddavan leader had an economic vision of diversifying their income through cultivation, 
which as discussed in the previous chapter, could potentially have strengthened their 
Economics Sphere. However, the villagers felt helpless as a result of this water scarcity and 
disconnected from their new environment, which led to a fragmented Consciousness Sphere, 
especially for those who were previously from East Vaddavan. 
 
Conclusion 
As shown in this analysis above, the Reconstruction of the three villages which was largely 
focused on the development of the Economics Sphere and the Ten Basic Needs — although 
successful initially in mitigating absolute poverty — led to significant issues in the long term. 
This was largely as a result of a lack of engagement of the villagers in participatory 
governance processes and decision making, most importantly regarding choosing the sites for 
relocation. This, in turn, also led to the villagers having a dependent relationship on 
Sarvodaya, rather than their own self-determined Reawakening.  
Governmental development policy has continued to marginalise these communities, 
exacerbating the social isolation and powerlessness felt by these villagers, which has resulted 
in a dire form of poverty. Rather than prioritising partnerships between community and local 
industries for infrastructure development projects such as roads, bridges and water supply to 
uplift the socio-economic lives of the villagers in Damniyamgama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan, the government’s neoliberal policies are prioritising global trade and mega 
projects such as the harbour development project in Oluvil. This highlights the issue of 




of the villagers are largely ignored, as evidenced by the frustrations that the villagers 
experienced when dealing with government agencies.  
The cases of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan further demonstrate the villagers' 
feeling of disconnection from their environments and the socio-economic hardships they 
continue to experience. These villagers’ accounts prove that Reawakening cannot occur 
unless the Economic, Power and Consciousness Spheres are developed holistically and 
concurrently. They also highlight, in a way similar to the conclusions drawn in Chapter Nine, 
the prevalence of economic concerns in the context of global neoliberalism, affecting rural 
Sri Lanka. They also demonstrate the need for better developed power relationships and 
partnerships between communities, NGOs such as Sarvodaya and government agencies for 
genuinely sustainable development. Finally, while in this case Sarvodaya’s culture-based 
spiritual framework of holistic development was successful in terms of creating greater 
interfaith harmony among villagers of diverse faiths, the cultivation of the Consciousness 
Sphere and the process of group reawakening was severely disrupted in all three villages by 
issues and imbalances related to the Economics and Power Spheres. There is much that can 
be learned from the accounts of these villagers and the Sarvodaya leaders. Both their 
successes and failures prove instructive as to how their situations may be improved. The 
findings are applicable in other development contexts globally, as will be examined in the 





Chapter Eleven - Conclusion 
The Global South has continuously been affected by the risks of poverty, marginalisation and 
environmental degradation resulting from the major paradigms of global development 
including colonialism, postcolonialism and neoliberalism (Frank, 1967; Beck, 1999; 
McEwan, 2014; Loomba, 2015). European empires, from the 15th century up until the mid-
20th century, controlled the political, economic and cultural systems of their colonised 
countries (Loomba, 2015). In later years, these centre-periphery relationships were 
maintained through the market processes of modernisation and neoliberalism (Frank, 1967; 
Appadurai, 2001; McEwan, 2014). The social and environmental risks of poverty, pollution, 
environmental injustices (Beck, 1999)  and conflicts (Loomba, 2015) in the Global South, 
both past and present, are therefore mostly associated with the broader phenomena of 
colonialism and capitalism and the associated economic and cultural exploitation and 
marginalisation of southern nations. 
In order to propose alternatives to the environmental and social risks of the dominant 
paradigms of development, various scholars have argued for methods of development and 
risk governance that are more human focused and culture-based (Szerszynski, Lash and 
Wynne, 1996; Esteva and Prakash, 1998; Sidaway, 2014). Instead of placing economic 
development at the centre of developmental objectives, some of these scholars (for example 
Esteva and Prakash, 1998; Sidaway, 2014) propose prioritising human well-being as a means 
of mitigating the social and environmental risks of capitalist development. Some others put 
forward strategies for more grassroots-oriented, culture-based approaches to risk governance 
(Szerszynski, Lash and Wynne, 1996) given the multi-dimensional, complex nature of 
present-day risks (Beck, 1999; van Tatenhove et al. 2000; Huber, 2009; Rosa et al. 2014). 
However, advocates of these alternative approaches to development and risk governance are 
still seeking effective methods of implementation. This will entail designing practical models, 
generating grassroots engagement (Huber, 1989; Beck, 1999; Fischer, 1990, 2000; Mol, 
2000) and creating the necessary collaborative partnerships (van Tatenhove et al. 2000; 
Janicke 2009; Spaargaren and Mol, 2009) to actualise more equitable and successful 
development strategies. There is also a growing literature on the importance of partnering 
with Faith-based Organisations in order to achieve these goals, particularly in contexts where 
religion plays an important role in people’s everyday lives and in governance (Marshall, 




Within this context, this thesis examined the holistic framework of development of the 
Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement as an example of a culture-based approach to 
development and risk governance and sought to investigate: 
1. How has the Sarvodaya movement’s culture-based framework of development 
evolved from its foundation in 1958 to 2016? 
2. How did the Sarvodaya movement apply its current framework of holistic, 
sustainable development and risk governance in its response to the 2004 tsunami?  
3. How can the Sarvodaya movement’s framework and practices of holistic 
development inform contemporary sustainable development strategies?  
4. What insights can the Sarvodaya movement’s approach to holistic, sustainable 
development impart on the changing place of religion and spirituality in and 
beyond contemporary Sri Lanka?  
 
Sarvodaya’s Culture-based Framework and their Evolution from 1958 to 
2016 
Sarvodaya is a social movement, and the largest Non-governmental Organisation in Sri 
Lanka, which to date, has sixty years of rural development experience. 'Sarvodaya' means 
‘awakening of all’, and 'shramadana' means 'the sharing of labour'. Their full name, the 
Sarvodaya Shramadana Movement thereby refers to 'the sharing of labour, thought and 
energy for the awakening of all'. Sarvodaya envisages holistic development as a process that 
harmonises economic development with spiritual growth or, in Sarvodaya terms, Awakening, 
where ‘awakening’ means ‘developing human potential’ as a ‘comprehensive process [that 
takes place] on the spiritual, moral, cultural, social, economic and political levels’ 
(Sarvodaya, 2014a, para. 05).  
This thesis examined how the Sarvodaya’s Movement’s culture-based methods in five phases 
demonstrate the critical reflexivity Sarvodaya possesses in adapting to and responding to the 
various socio-political and environmental challenges of the time, while also forming 
collaborative partnerships at national and international scales.  
In Sarvodaya’s Phase 1, from the 1960s to 1970s, the risks of the four decades of colonialism 
in Sri Lanka were felt severely by the marginalised and impoverished rural sector villages. 




educated Sri Lankan elites, failed to address the issues of rural poverty through their policy 
initiatives that were based on modernisation approaches. These actors failed to understand 
both the economic struggles, and social risks faced in caste-based rural communities. Inspired 
by Gandhi’s Satyagraha movement, the founder of Sarvodaya, A.T. Ariyaratne, drew on the 
Buddhist concepts of the Four Noble Truths, the Noble Eightfold Path and Gandhian 
principles of nonviolence in order to create a method of development towards mitigating rural 
economic and social risks arising out of the caste system, processes of marginalisation, 
learned helplessness and the lack of education affecting the rural poor. Buddhists methods of 
donation (dana) and meditation (bhavana) were also introduced alongside the concepts of the 
Four Noble Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path so as to invoke core values residing in rural 
cultures and create social cohesion and inspire social action. Using these Buddhist concepts, 
in this decade Sarvodaya successfully created a feeling of self-worth and a can-do-attitude in 
rural villagers. In addition, the application of Buddhist concept of dana and shramadana —
which involved the donation of voluntary labour — led to successful and effective rural 
participation. This aided Sarvodaya in promoting rural community ownership of development 
decisions and the construction of necessary infrastructure. Sarvodaya collaborated effectively 
with individuals, households and communities, forming partnerships at the micro and meso 
levels and working together to achieve development outcomes. 
Phase 2, from the 1970s to 1980s, was a period in which Sarvodaya received immense 
recognition both at the national and international levels for its success in rural engagement 
and participatory development. However, at the same time the modernisation development 
paradigm was acquiring a stronger hold on the Sri Lankan Government's development policy 
at the macro level. As the risks of rural marginalisation, exploitation and environmental 
injustices increased during the implementation of these government policy initiatives, 
Sarvodaya expanded the use of their micro and meso level Buddhism-based social 
engagement strategies. This created an alternative form of social reorganisation, which they 
termed the Five Stage Village Development Plan. Sarvodaya argued this plan was a structural 
innovation that could free the rural sector from urban exploitation, as well as urban 
dependency. Sarvodaya further established the concept of Ten Basic Needs, drawing on the 
Buddhist concept of The Middle Way, which aimed at micro and meso level economic 
development to build rural communities up to be neither excessively consumerist nor 
absolutely poor. In this phase Sarvodaya’s engaged Buddhism method continued to receive 




pathways of collaboration both with the national government and international donors by 
becoming a Non-governmental Organisation. Thus Sarvodaya expanded its collaborative 
networks from micro and meso levels to include the macro level institutions. 
Phase 3, from the 1980s to 1990s, was a period of time in which Sarvodaya demonstrated its 
robustness as a legitimate grassroots organisation by securing community support, while 
managing significant tensions with the Sri Lankan Government, run by a new President, and 
international donors that substantially disrupted its operations. Sarvodaya’s micro and meso 
level approaches placed under pressure by the government’s macro level open market 
policies, and Sarvodaya’s framework of engaged Buddhism, also began to be challenged by 
the rising ethnic tensions and identity politics in Sri Lanka.  
President Ranasinghe Premadasa began to use Buddhism to create a nationalistic rhetoric in 
the early 1980s suppressing the second largest ethnic community — the Tamils— leading to 
both ethnic and religious tensions in Sri Lanka. Sarvodaya was also subjected to a political 
vendetta by the government as the President saw their engaged Buddhism and grassroots 
legitimacy as a threat to his authority and popularity. In addition, donors withdrew a 
significant amount of their financial support from Sarvodaya during this time, making 
Sarvodaya financially unstable. Moreover, the donors who previously approved of 
Sarvodaya’s spirituality-based approach to development forced Sarvodaya to adopt a more 
quantifiable and accountable, secular business approach to development as a condition of 
continued funding support. 
Both secular versus religious tensions, as well as nationalistic versus social justice (engaged 
Buddhist) tensions emerged during this era, where the use of religious concepts in 
Sarvodaya’s development framework became problematic. While still drawing from the 
essence of all religions, Sarvodaya transformed its culture-based approach away from religion 
and towards a more ecumenical spirituality. It introduced methods of consensus politics and a 
'critical mass of consciousness' approach to promote grassroots mobilisation, engagement and 
peace building. The political and financial instability that Sarvodaya faced in this phase also 
highlights the power imbalances in partnerships between governments, donors and social 
movements or local NGOs like Sarvodaya, who are regulated and enabled by these macro-
institutions, who have the power to help or hinder their progress. However, Sarvodaya’s 
success in strengthening their grassroots partnerships during this period and their continuous 




Phase 4, from 1990s to 2000s, began when the political oppression of the Sarvodaya 
Movement ended with the change of presidency in the early 1990s after the assassination of 
President Ranasinghe Premadasa by the militant group LTTE (Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam). Sarvodaya re-established partnerships with the government and continued its 
engagement with intercultural and interreligious peace building and creating ethnic harmony 
between the Sinhalese, Tamils and Muslims. Building on their ecumenical spirituality 
framework, Sarvodaya introduced methods for both conflict resolution and sustainable 
development during this period, drawing on concepts of tolerance and interdependence, that 
could lead to individual, community, national and global awakening.  
One of the main observable changes over these first four phases and decades was 
Sarvodaya’s shift from a religion-based cultural focus to one of a broader spirituality in the 
1980s. Sarvodaya, over time, also modified its anti-colonial stance in the 1960s to more 
collaborative approaches of governance integrating both Northern/Western and 
Southern/Eastern frameworks of sustainable development and risk governance. Sarvodaya 
also prioritised collaborations at the micro and meso levels across all four phases, 
encouraging a bottom-up collaborative and deliberative platform for development solutions. 
Sarvodaya also continued to build successful partnerships at the micro level with the Sri 
Lankan Government and international donors, although this was temporarily interrupted in 
Phase 3.  
Sarvodaya’s Phase 5, from the 2000s to mid-2010s, focused on addressing climate change, 
post-disaster reconstruction and Savodaya’s holistic framework of development and risk 
governance. This was a strong example of Sarvodaya’s fusion of its Eastern notion of 
spiritual development with widely accepted frameworks of post-disaster responses consisting 
of relief, rehabilitation and reconstruction. I examined this final phase by conducting 
empirical research in three Sarvodaya post-tsunami redevelopment villages in 2015. A 
summary of these research findings is presented in answer to my second research question 
below. 
 
Sarvodaya’s framework of holistic, sustainable development and risk governance in response 
to the 2004 tsunami 
Sri Lankan coastal communities were hit by the massive Indian Ocean tsunami in 2004, 
leaving the country shattered by massive numbers of deaths, injuries, displacements and 




Seven, Sarvodaya felt the need to engage with the disaster affected communities and partner 
with the Sri Lankan Government and the other international funders to help alleviate 
particularly the tsunami affected rural communities at this time.   
The disaster affected communities were exposed to multiple economic, social, cultural, 
environmental and institutional risks and vulnerabilities in the immediate aftermath of the 
tsunami. Sarvodaya responded to the challenge of alleviating their suffering through engaging 
their 5R stages of post disaster reconstruction and development namely, Relief, 
Reconstruction, Rehabilitation, Reconciliation and Reawakening.  Sarvodaya added the 
additional two Rs of Reconciliation and Reawakening to the more widely accepted disaster 
resettlement framework of the 3Rs of Relief, Reconstruction and Rehabilitation, thereby 
including its spiritual dimension in the process. Sarvodaya worked on the 5Rs within its 
overarching framework of holistic development centred on three overlapping spheres of 
Consciousness, Economics and Power.  
According to Sarvodaya, the Consciousness Sphere is centred on spiritual development of 
communities, following the Sarvodaya principles of Individual Awakening, Loving Kindness, 
Compassionate Action, Selfless Joy, Equanimity, and the Principles of Group Awakening, 
Dana, Pleasant Speech, Constructive Action and Equality (A.T. Ariyaratne, 2016). The 
Economics Sphere aims at sustainable production and consumption based on provision of the 
Ten Basic Needs, and the Power Sphere focuses on good governance and bottom-up 
grassroots participation (Sarvodaya, 2013, 2015). The goal of Reawakening, as mentioned 
above, is the actualisation of full ‘human potential’, through holistic development occurring 
at cultural, moral, spiritual, social, political and economic levels, across all spheres of 
Consciousness, Economy and Power (V. Ariyaratne, 2015). 
Sarvodaya reconstructed the three villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan 
according to the above mentioned holistic framework of three spheres and the 5Rs. The 
Consciousness Spheres of these villages were founded on the Sarvodaya concepts of 
tolerance and interdependent living, the Economic Sphere on the Ten Basic Needs, and the 






The Economic Sphere 
The rebuilding of the Economics Sphere in post-disaster reconstruction focused on the 2Rs of 
Relief and Reconstruction providing the Ten Basic Needs of: 1) a clean environment; 2) a 
clean and adequate water supply; 3) minimum clothing requirements; 4) a balanced diet; 5) 
simple housing; 6) basic healthcare; 7) simple communication facilities; 8) minimum energy 
requirements; 9) total and continuing education for all; and 10) cultural and spiritual needs. 
Through this process Sarvodaya eliminated the post-tsunami absolute poverty of these three 
villages. However, after the fourth year of Reconstruction, the villages began to encounter 
new vulnerabilities arising in their Economics Spheres.  
Sarvodaya’s Economics Sphere aims towards enabling rural self-sustaining economies for 
villagers. An example of this is the creation of the ecovillage at Damniyamgama, in which 
home gardening was designed to be the main income earning activity of the village. While 
initially successful, in the long term, home gardening did not prove to be a viable activity as 
the village was not adequately connected with markets to enable the villagers to sell their 
produce. In addition, the cost of maintaining the ecofriendly infrastructure and of living in the 
eco village became an additional and unbearable cost for the low-income villagers.  
These challenges arose mainly in terms of the first basic need to provide a clean and beautiful 
environment. The remoteness of the relocation site and problems of inadequate transport and 
lack of connectivity to services, families and communities in larger towns and cities impacted 
on the achievement of the other basic needs of education, healthcare and also cultural and 
spiritual satisfaction in all three villages. 
As all three cases of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan demonstrated, the lack of 
mega physical and social infrastructure projects, of building decent roads, water supply, 
schools and health facilities impacted negatively on the village’s local level development. 
The founder of Sarvodaya, A.T. Ariyaratne (2016) believed that mega projects weren’t a 
necessary component of development, but were rather a disruption to sustainable 
development of the rural sector. While this was certainly the case in the Oluvil Harbour 
development project, which disrupted the village Addapalam, the interviews with villagers 
showed that some mega level infrastructure and services, such as those listed above, were 
necessary for community flourishing and Reawakening, and that proper planning should 





Moreover, most of the villagers in Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan’s economic, 
social and cultural expectations were, to varying degrees, defined by exposure and 
participation in a global neoliberal economy. Therefore, in the long term, Sarvodaya’s limited 
notion of developing independent rural communities based on providing a Middle Way of 
Ten Basic Needs was inadequate in meeting their aspirations and living costs, which were not 
actually that dissimilar to those of urban Sri Lankans, or for that matter people in many other 
societies globally, who also wanted new appliances, communication technology and better 
education for their children. Problems of debt that plagued these villagers are also far from 
unique. Given these circumstanse, Sarvodaya’s understanding of the role of religion and 
spirituality in the rural villages, who were also subject to neoliberal modernity was somewhat 
simplistic and romantic. Consequently, the prevalence of obstacles and outdated ideals of 
rural development in relation to the Economic Sphere stalled the process of Reawakening in 
all three villages. This was also linked to issues pertaining to the Power Sphere.  
 
The Power Sphere 
Sarvodaya tried to assist with the development of the Power Sphere in Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan mainly during the three R stages of Reconstruction, Rehabilitation 
and Reconciliation through the formation of the Sarvodaya Shramadana Societies and face-
to-face communities. Sarvodaya’s concept of a healthy Power Sphere is based on grassroots’ 
leadership and decision making. Despite attempts that led to some positive outcomes, flaws 
in the Power Spheres in all three case studies led to serious issues that limited their 
development and Reawakening. 
One of the reasons for the failure in the Economics Sphere — after three or four years of 
Reconstruction — was the lack of participation by the villagers in choosing the sites for 
relocation as these sites were chosen by the government. They also did not participate in their 
own needs assessment. Although the designated relocation sites were further inland from the 
coast so as to reduce the village’s environmental vulnerability to a future tsunami, this 
created new forms of social, economic and cultural vulnerability in all three villages, as 
outlined above. Moreover, although the Ten Basic Needs framework mitigated the absolute 
poverty of the villagers, it was a top-down implementation by Sarvodaya that did not 
incorporate a bottom-up needs assessment or engagement with the villagers, and also created 




interviews from villagers in all three villages demonstrated that they possessed local expertise 
and knowledge of risks and benefits concerning their environments and needs (Szerszynski, 
Lash and Wynne, 1996; Fischer, 1990, 2000; Rajkobal, 2014). What they lacked were 
adequate platforms for having their voices heard, especially in the critical initial stage of 
determining the sites for relocation and also in the management of their ongoing issues. As I 
argued in Chapter Seven, while the urgency of post-disaster reconstruction can necessitate 
making decisions in haste, and in this case without sufficient consultation, long-term 
sustainability of resettled communities depends on the successful addressing of social justice, 
and should begin ideally with power sharing in decision making by including the community 
members who are being resettled. Also as stated in Chapter Four, the lack of consultation 
from the side of Sarvodaya in the context of post-disaster reconstruction discussed in this 
thesis may not typically reflect the nature of Sarvodaya’s work overall. Sarvodaya has a 
reputation of proper and effective grassroots engagement for over fifty years. However, the 
insights gained here are still valuable for future post-disaster reconstruction projects that 
Sarvodaya may engagege in and also to the development sector and academics more broadly. 
These imbalances in the Power Sphere have also led to a lack of effective macro level 
partnerships between the villagers and governments and other NGOs which might resolve 
ongoing developmental issues in their communities. A major ongoing issue is the need to 
improve the connections between their villages and the main towns so that the villagers can 
access jobs and other services such as education and healthcare. Government neoliberal 
policies are prioritising macro level developmental initiatives, such as the Oluvil Harbour 
project, and marginalising and ignoring the micro and meso level needs of rural villagers, and 
these policies lead to environmental injustices (McCormick, 1995; Bullard and Johnson, 
2000; Bullard, 2005;) which have a negative effect on these communities. 
Concurrently Sarvodaya also experienced power imbalances (Fischer, 1990; 2000; Rajkobal, 
2014) in relation to their macro level power relations. Fieldwork showed that Sarvodaya 
lacked empowered partnerships with the government and donors during the post-tsunami 
relocation process and in the development of the Ten Basic Needs. The government chose the 
places for relocation and determined conditions for relocation and donors set the parameters 
for how their funds were to be spent on development. Both governments and donors provided 
what turned out to be largely short-term assistance to help Sarvodaya to assist the three 




governments exercised the decision-making authority over the three reconstruction villages. 
However, the three communities still expected ongoing leadership and assistance from 
Sarvodaya, for which Sarvodaya had no funds. This research demonstrates that while Sri 
Lanka has become a middle-income country and has been removed from the list of poor 
countries that are being aided by foreign donors, the poor areas—which still exist all over Sri 
Lanka —need continuous assistance from governments, donors, and aid organisations. Local 
grassroots organisations such as Sarvodaya still need continuous financial and administrative 
power to deliver better development outcomes through long-term participatory engagement 
with local villages.  
 
The Consciousness Sphere 
Reconciliation processes in all three villages, linked to their Consciousness Spheres and 
Sarvodaya’s concept of tolerance, have had long lasting success, as the villages described 
being ethnically and religiously harmonious at the time of fieldwork. This was a significant 
achievement given the tensions and conflicts that had earlier plagued them. Villagers 
described how they could relate the ethical value of tolerance to their own cultural and 
spiritual beliefs of harmonious coexistence and cohesive living. However, the villagers did 
not seem to connect with the spiritual values that Sarvodaya attempted at cultivating at other 
levels, namely in relation to the frameworks of Basic Needs and a Middle Way of living in 
the Economics Sphere as they displayed more neoliberal economic values, as examined 
above. The overall lack of mention by villagers of spiritual and religious beliefs or 
worldviews also indicates that religion and spirituality may not be so important to their lives 
and that therefore culture-based frameworks—even in countries with deeply religious pasts—
must be sensitive and responsive to religious and spiritual diversity, as Sarvodaya has been, 
and also to a global increase in secular and non-religious worldviews.   
As examined in Phase 5, Sarvodaya made a reflexive use of the 5Rs to add a more human and 
spiritual dimension into the process of post-disaster reconstruction. Through micro, meso and 
macro level collaborations, Sarvodaya successfully and sustainably achieved the spiritual 
dimension of Reconciliation in its reconstruction of the Damniyamagama, Addapalam and 
Vaddavan. While the application of the 3Rs of Relief, Reconstruction and Rehabilitation 




communities was disrupted in the long term as new socio-economic vulnerabilities were 
created in the villages even after moving out of relative poverty. 
 
Lessons from Sarvodaya’s Framework and Practices of Holistic 
Development, and the Changing Place of Religion and Spirituality in 
Contemporary Societies 
Although the implementation of Sarvodaya’s holistic framework of development in 
Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan was problematic, especially in relation to a lack 
of well-defined collaborative partnerships and power sharing platforms at the micro, meso 
and macro levels, my research indicates that the problems the three villages experienced were 
related to imbalances within their Power Spheres and unrealistic and outdated assumptions 
regarding their Consciousness and Economics Spheres, as described above, and not 
necessarily with the Three Sphere Model itself. This was especially exemplified in the 
successes of the Reconciliation programs in all three villages and the short-term 
Reawakening of Damniyamgama. I also argue that a Three Sphere Model of holistic 
development, based on Sarvodaya’s model and experiences and of advances in risk 
governance literature, could be beneficial to other contexts as long as all three spheres are 
reimagined to meet the actual lived realities of communities requiring assistance and are 
developed concurrently. What I propose is a revised model of holistic development with the 









Culture reflects the nature of modernity, which was examined in Chapters Five to Ten, 
affecting rural communities in Sri Lanka. Processes of economic modernity in Sri Lanka have 
transformed the Sri Lankan economy into one of neoliberalism, yet political modernity in Sri 
Lanka is not completely secularised, and deviates from the Western notions of secularity as 
Casanova (1994), Berger (1999) and Taylor (2011) have defined it. Nationalistic state-based 
ethnic and religious politics and governments in power, have favoured the Sinhala-Buddhists, 
in Sri Lanka since independence in 1948. Urban and rural communities, belonging to all 
ethnic and religious groups experience the effects of these politics, not only from the state, 
but also of the fundamentalist groups that have arisen within this context. The three decade-
long ethnic war in Sri Lanka further marginalised the communities in the Northern and 
Eastern provinces, and as the fieldwork data revealed, the developmental effects of 
neoliberalism are penetrating into these communities since the end of the war in 2009. 
Although Sarvodaya was reflexive in using ecumenical spirituality in its Three Sphere 
framework to address the problem of cultural and religious hegemony of one particular 
POWER
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group, Sarvodaya’s notion of spirituality is still vasty romantic and out of date with the lived 
religious/spiritual and economic realities of these communities. 
While firstly Buddhism and then a wider ecumenical spirituality comprised Sarvodaya’s 
Consciousness Sphere, by contrast the villagers in the rural communities in 
Damniyamagama, Addapalam and Vaddavan, although they practiced some religious rituals, 
had predominantly secular lifestyles, aspirations and notions of wellbeing. Therefore, I argue 
that an improved Consciousness Sphere should take into account the lived cultural 
(Szerszynski, Lash and Wynne, 1996) and religious realities (Ammerman, 2007a, b, c; 
McGuire, 2008) of local communities rather than being built on fixed and outmoded notions 
of religion and spirituality and romanticised ideals of rural communities. Although 
Sarvodaya’s holistic model offers an effective culture-based Southern framework for 
development (Sidaway, 2014; Esteva and Prakash, 1998a, b) Sarvodaya’s definition of 
Consciousness in ways demonstrates what Spickard (2017, p.15) calls the sociological 
‘default view’ of religion, focusing on a static, formal set of organised beliefs, instructions 
and moral ideals. As Spickard (2017, p.17) argues, loosening the default views of religion can 
‘highlight things that we have missed’. To address this limitation, and in order to better 
translate this concept of Consciousness to the wider development community, I also suggest 
that this sphere be renamed Culture, and include religious, spiritual and/or non-religious 
worldviews and ideologies, including that of global neoliberalism.  
However, as culture cannot be homogenised, what is be included within the domain of 
Culture will be dependent on the context and on an awareness of the multiplicity of 
modernities between and within societies.  It is necessary to acknowledge that in today’s 
globalised world culture is likely to include more than one dominant tradition or perspective. 
Societies everywhere are increasingly non-religious, religiously and spiritually diverse and/or 
hybrid (McGuire, 2008), and concerned with how to survive the pressures of neoliberalism 
and environmental risks and crises (Beck, 1999; Bullard and Johnson, 2000; Bullard, 2005). 
This reimagining of Sarvodaya’s Consciousness Sphere as Culture also agrees with 
Spickard’s (2017, p.251) argument that understanding the religious or the spiritual domains 
of individuals today should not be limited to their institutionalised religious beliefs. Their 
contemporary ‘cross-civilizational contact’ should also be taken into account as a ‘daily 
affair’. As Spickard (2017, p.251) states, even in relation to religion ‘context matters… the 
social world we live in shapes us’. In development and risk governance, community voices 




Sonnenfeld, 2000: Renn 2008; van Tatenhove et al., 2009) and multiple worldviews present 
in this sphere. 
In addition, as discussed above, a significant limitation Sarvodaya and the villagers’ faced in 
actualising the holistic development model was the unequal power relations in their 
partnerships and networks with governments and donors (Fischer, 1990, 2000; Rajkobal, 
2014)—which is also one of the main hindrances facing sustainable development worldwide 
(Acselrad, 2008). As Steven Bernstein (2017, p. 213) argues, the seventeen Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs), which now provide an overarching mainstream framework for 
the eradication of poverty, not only in the Global South, but also in the poor pockets of the 
Global North (United Nations, 2015a, 2015b), are contingent on robust 'political leadership, 
partnerships and networks' which is currently lacking and underdeveloped.  Sustainable 
development, requires effective methods of governance and integration into 'institutions, 
policies, and practices', as well as resource mobilisation 'at regional, national, and local levels 
by a wide range of public and private actors' (Bernstein, 2017, p.213).  
In this study power sharing and local participation in governance emerged as crucial 
dimensions of reflexive risk mitigation (Beck, 1999; Halafoff, 2013) and holistic 
development within the Power Sphere. In addition, there is a need for the development sector 
to encourage strong, collaborative partnerships among local communities, local NGOs, 
governments and international donors so as to provide ongoing and not short-term support to 
poorer communities in the South and North. This support is needed until they are genuinely 
able to integrate themselves into local and global economies. It is for these reasons that I 
argue that, as shown in Diagram 2, that the Power Sphere should appear on top of the revised 
Three Sphere Model, with the spheres of Culture and Economics both intersecting with 
Power at the bottom. 
Moreover, when considering the Economic Sphere, in the Global South or North, in rural or 
urban communities, those working on development and risk must acknowledge the 
pervasiveness of neoliberalism. The constant need to consume is a main characteristic of 
neoliberal societies.  While there are many initiatives globally in economically poorer and 
richer societies that are proposing a return to smaller scale sustainable agricultural practices 
in response to climate change, these projects, as the Damniyamagama ecovillage case study 
demonstrated, involve significant time, effort and finances for lasting success. When 




expose vulnerable communities to neoliberal risks of rising debt, poverty and marginalisation 
because in reality these communities still need to participate in wider local and farther-
reaching networks to sustain themselves properly.   
Finally, despite Sarvodaya’s best intentions and the ideals of a holistic model, at the time of 
my fieldwork all three villages of Damniyamgama, Addapalam and Vaddavan were 
experiencing risks of relative poverty, dependency, inadequate service provision, 
environmental issues and marginalisation. As described above, the main reasons for these 
risks were the lack of attention paid to the villagers’ own needs and notions of wellbeing and 
the lack of opportunities provided to them to be engaged in important decision making which 
affects them and their communities. My research provided the villagers in Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan with a platform to raise their voices and concerns, thereby 
strengthening their participation in the holistic development process. I documented and 
analysed the needs of these communities as well as their own notions of wellbeing, as 
expressed by them in interviews with me. The main economic needs of the communities were 
to have sustainable incomes and connectivity with surrounding economic hubs or towns. 
They expressed the need for large-scale infrastructure projects to provide adequate roads and 
transportation between their villages and nearby towns. They required better access to water, 
healthcare and education. Their sense of wellbeing was largely dependent on these outcomes. 
In conclusion, it is my hope that it will be Sarvodaya, as a Non-governmental Organisation 
which is already close to these communities, which will partner with these villagers to 
address their pressing concerns and draw on the villagers' expertise to work out how to best 
to address their issues. International donor organisations and the governments at the Sri 
Lankan national and also local levels should collaborate with the villagers and Sarvodaya in 
these development initiatives, strengthening the Power Spheres in Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan, and working towards genuine, sustainable, holistic development 
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Interview Questions – Sarvodaya Movement’s Founder – A.T. Ariyaratne 
Please give a brief introduction to yourself and the responsibilities you hold in the Sarvodaya 
Movement. 
How would you explain what the Sarvodaya Movement is about?  
How did it initiate and what were the problems that the Movement wanted to address then? 
What are the aims and objectives of the Movement now and what is the nature/type of 
problems the Movement looks into now? 
Do you think the aims and objectives of the Movement, the problems it addresses, the 
approach taken to address the problems changed over time?  
How would you classify the Sarvodaya Movement? Is it a religious movement, a spiritual 
movement, a secular movement, a grassroots movement etc.? or a combination of all? Why 
do you think so?  
What are the guiding values that underlie your projects?  
Do you use the words ‘spiritual’, ‘spirituality’, ‘religious’ in the work that you do? 
What do you mean by these terms?  
When you first engage with a community to work with them, how do you usually see them?  
How do you present the Sarvodaya Movement to the communities that you engage with? 
In doing the work that you do, what do you think is the role of the individual? How do you 
engage with individuals? Do you have to change their values or attitudes first before you can 
engage with them? 
What is the role of a community and how do you engage with communities? Do you have to 
change their values or attitudes first before you can engage with them? 
Do you see any of the work you do in this regard as religious or spiritual?  





Interview Questions – The General Secretary of the Sarvodaya Movement – Vinya 
Ariyaratne  
Please give a brief introduction to yourself and the responsibilities you hold in the Sarvodaya 
Movement. 
How would you classify the Sarvodaya Movement? Is it a religious movement, a spiritual 
movement, a secular movement, a grassroots movement etc.? or a combination of all? Why 
do you think so?  
What are the guiding values that underlie your projects?  
Do you use the words ‘spiritual’, ‘spirituality’, ‘religious’ in the work that you do? 
What do you mean by these terms?  
How did you get involved with the post-disaster reconstruction villages of Damniyamgama, 
Addapalam and Vaddavan? How did you identify and select the three villages for 
reconstructing? 
Why did you think these projects were a set of projects suitable to be undertaken by 
Sarvodaya Movement? 
Who were the other parties that you collaborated with in doing these projects? What were the 
roles played by Sarvodaya Movement and what were the roles played by these other parties? 
How did address the needs of these villages? 
What was the role played by the villagers in these projects? 
How would you explain the community involvement? And the way the Movement related to 
these communities? 
Would you say any of the work in these villages and approaches taken in managing it are 
religious or spiritual?  
What were the differences that you observed in the community (attitudes/behavioural 
changes/ changes to the ways of living etc.) before and after the project or eight years after 
the project has been implemented?  
What is your overall impression about these projects that you have done? (Strengths and 










Interview Questions – Villagers 
Please give an introduction to yourself.  
How did you come to live in this village?  
What is your impression about this villages?  
How do you relate to your neighbours and your other community members? Is there a 
difference in these relationships between this village and the villages you lived before?  
Is there a difference between the villages that you lived before and this village?  
What are the strengths and weaknesses of this village? <probe along the Ten Basic Needs> 
Do you have an idea about the groups who were involved in constructing this village?  
Did you or anyone that you know of have an involvement in the planning stage of this 
village?  
Who looks after this village now? Do you play an active role in managing or maintain this 
village?  
Are you invited to give feedback and is there a place to go to give your feedback?  
Do you see any differences in the way in which Sarvodaya Movement engages with your 
village and the way that other actors engage? (Government/other NGOs/INGOs etc.)  







Interview questions – Sarvodaya village leaders 
Please give a brief introduction to yourself and your responsibilities 
What are your experiences in working with this village? 
How would you explain the way this community relates to you? 
Are there any differences that you observe in the community (attitudes/behavioural changes/ 
changes to the ways of living etc.) before and after the project or eight years after the project 
has been implemented? 
What are the strengths and weaknesses that you see in this community/village? 
Who were the parties that you collaborated with when reconstructing and resetting this 
village and who are the parties you are collaborating with when looking after it now? What 
were/are the roles played by you, Sarvodaya Movement and what were/are the roles played 
by other parties? 
What were your collaborative experiences? 
Would you say any of the work in the eco-villages and approaches taken in managing it are 









Interview Questions – Government Officials 
Please give a brief introduction to yourself  
Please give an introduction to the work that you do. What are your roles and responsibilities? 
What are the current issues faced by the communities you work with?  
What usually are the approaches you take in addressing these issues?  
What sort of collaborations you have in addressing these issues?  
Do you have regular collaborations with the Sarvodaya Movement?  
What is the nature of these collaborations?  
What is your idea about Damniyamgama/Addapalam/Vaddavan?  
How is Damniyamgama/Addapalam/Vaddavan doing in your area? 
Do you see anything different about these communities in comparison to the other 
communities in this area? 















Full Project Title: The Sarvodaya Movement: Holistic Development and Risk Governance 
Reference Number: HAE-15-070 
 
 
I have read and I understood the attached Plain Language Statement. 
I have been given a copy of the Plain Language Statement and Consent Form to keep.  
I freely agree to participate in this project according to the conditions in the Plain Language 
Statement.  
I consent for my interview being audio recorded and for the content of these recordings to 
be included in any publications or presentations arising from the project.  
I consent that my name, title and affiliation will be identified in the project’s findings, 
including where information about this project is published, or presented in any public form.   
OR 
I consent to be interviewed for the project but I want to remain anonymous so my 
comments will be published without identifying me.  
I also consent/I do not consent to be photographed for this research project. 
 
Participant’s Name (printed) …………………………………………………………………… 










CONSENT FORM - Withdrawal 
 
 
Withdrawal of Consent Form 
(To be used for participants who wish to withdraw from the project) 
Date: 
Full Project Title: The Sarvodaya Movement: Holistic Development and Risk Governance 




I hereby wish to WITHDRAW my consent to participate in the above research project and understand that such 




Participant’s Name (printed) ……………………………………………………. 
 
 
Signature ………………………………………………………………. Date …………………… 
 
 
